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ASSISTANCE TO SCHOOL DISTRICTS AFFECTED BY 
FEDERAL ACTIVITIES 


MONDAY, JUNE 20, 1955 


House or REPRESENTATIVES, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON ASSISTANCE TO SCHOOL 
Disrricrs AFFECTED BY FEpERAL ACTIVITIES, 
CoMMITTEE ON EpucaTIon AND Lapor, 
Washington, D.C. 

The subcommittee met, pursuant to call, at 10: 15 a. m., in room 429, 
House Office Building, Hon. Cleveland M. Bailey presiding. 

Present: Representatives Bailey (presiding), Udall, Rhodes, and 
Wainwright. 

Present also: Fred G. Hussey, chief clerk; John O. Graham, minor- 
ity clerk; Edward A. McCabe, general counsel; and Russell C. Der- 
rickson, chief investigator. 

Mr. Battry. The committte will be in order. 

It is generally understood that the purpose of this hearing is to 
consider amendments, extensions, and revisions of Public Laws 874 
and 815, 81st Congress, as amended by Public Laws 246 and 248, 
83d Congress. 

At this time I would like the clerk to read the official certification 
setting up this subcommittee from the chairman of the general Com- 
mittee on Education and Labor. 

Mr. Hussey. Mr. Chairman, this letter is dated June 16, 1955: 

Hon. CLEVELAND M. BaAILey, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D.C. 

Dear Mr. Bartey: The Chairman has directed me to notify you that by virtue 
of the authority vested in him as chairman of the Committee on Education and 
Labor, he has appointed you as chairman of a special subcommittee to study 
proposed amendments to Public Laws 815 and 874, 8ist Congress, both of which 
laws provide Federal assistance to federally impacted areas. 

The special subcommittee will consist of the following members of the Com- 


mittee on Education and Labor: Hon. Cleveland M. Bailey, chairman; Hon. 


Roy W. Wier; Hon. Stewart L. Udall; Hon. John J. Rhodes ; and Hon. Stuyvesant 
Wainwright 2d. 


Sincerely yours, 
Frep G. Hussey, Chief Clerk. 
Mr. Bary. The clerk will now call the membership of the subcom- 
mittee to ascertain if a quorum is present. 

Mr. Hussey. Mr. Bailey? 
Mr. Battery. Here. 
Mr. Hussey. Mr. Wier? 
(No response. ) 
Mr. Hussey. Mr. Udall? 
(No response. ) 
Mr. Hussey. Mr. Rhodes? 
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Mr. Ruopes. Here. 

Mr. Hussey. Mr. Wainwright? 

Mr. Warnwricnt. Here. 

Mr. Hussey. There is a quorum present. 

Mr. Batter. The clerk having ascertained there is a quorum of the 
subcommittee present, I formally declare the subcommittee in session. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Mr. Battery. The first witness will be Hon. Brooks Hays, of 
Arkansas. 

May I say that Mr. Hays has been deeply interested in this phase 
of the educational program, and he is the author of a coverall bill 
aimed to correct most of the changes which appear to be needed 
particularly in Public Law 874. 

At this time, Mr. Hays, you may identify yourself to the reporter 
and proceed with your testimony. 


STATEMENT OF HON. BROOKS HAYS, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF ARKANSAS 


Mr. Hays. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Brooks Hays, representing the Fifth District of Arkansas. 

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I appreciate very 
much the opportunity of presenting briefly the merits of bill H. R. 
5846 which I introduced in April. This action was taken at the re- 
quest of a number of educators throughout the country whose dis- 
tricts are affected by the movement of Federal workers and Federal 
personnel, military and civilian. For reasons that this committee 
is quite familiar with, it becomes necessary to extend the basic legisla- 
tion. 

I feel that it would be an imposition for me to take more than just 
a few moments to acquaint the committee with my point of view, and 
I am confident that it is the point of view of the vast majority of the 
House. I do not know of any general legislation that has received 
greater support than this. 

I trust that it will be possible to get the extension proposal before 
the House at an early date. 

There are many districts that would otherwise suffer greatly from 
heavy enrollments and from lack of funds resulting from people 
moving into these areas. 

The legislation has proved successful and has been fair, I think, from 
every standpoint except, as the committee knows, the 3 percent absorp- 
tion clause has caused some injustices. My bill eliminates this pro- 
- vision, and I trust the committee will feel that that feature of the bill 
should be retained and approved. I hope it will recommend to the full 
committee that such action be taken. 

Mr. Chairman, this bill was drawn only after consultation with offi- 
cials in the Office of Education. I assume their representatives are 
available to discuss some technical features which they are better 
equipped’ to discuss than I, but I am in general familiar with the 
problem and I trust it will receive the subcommittee’s approval. 

A good deal has been said this year and I know the committee 
has given a great deal of attention to the matter of Federal aid for 
schools, not only in the school construction field, but I know you have 
also considered general aid. It would be very unfortunate if we 
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should find our efforts concentrated solely on that and neglect this 
field, in which the Federal Government undoubtedly has a primary 
responsibility. 

There are honest differences of opinion about the responsibility of 
the Federal Government in the field of education generally, but there 
can be no question about the propriety of Federal action in this 
limited field. For that reason, since it is noncontroversial and since 
the sole function in respect to this type of legislation is to be sure 
that it is technically sound and that it draws the line meticulously so 
that districts entitled to such aid receive it, it seems to me that the 
work of the committee is greatly simplified. 

I wish to.say that I am grateful for the fine leadership the com- 
mittee has supplied in this field. I know that the chairman, the 
gentleman from West Virginia, has for many years interested himself 
in it, and I speak for many Americans in saying that we are grateful 
for the energies that he has expended in this field. 

That is all the time I care to take, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Battery. Do the members of the committee care to ask any 
questions¢ Mr. Rhodes? Mr. Wainwright? 

Mr. Warnwricut. No, but I wish to join with the Chairman in 
saying that Mr. Hays is certainly one of the Members of the House 
who in my brief 3 years has interested himself energetically in this 
worthwhile cause, and I am sure that his bill will be given every 
consideration. 

Mr. Battey. Thank you, Mr. Hays, for your appearance and for 
your cooperation and effort. 

Mr. Hays. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Battery. I notice the distinguished gentlemen from Minnesota, 
Mr. Blatnik, has appeared, and he is listed here as the second witness. 

You may come forward, Mr. Blatnik. 


STATEMENT OF HON. JOHN A. BLATNIK, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF MINNESOTA 


Mr. Buarnirk. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my 
name is John A. Blatnik, from the Eighth Congressional District in 
northeastern Minnesota. 

I thank the chairman and members of the committee for making 
possible on very short notice this hearing on the extension of Public 
Law 815, which is of great concern to a number of Members of the 
House. 

Mr. Chairman, I am pleading in behalf of 3 rural school districts 
in northern Minnesota, 1 in my district and the other 2 in the north- 
western part of Minnesota in the district represented by Mrs. Coya 
Knutson. 

Mr. Battey. May I interrupt the witness at this point to inquire 
if Mrs. Knutson will be available to be heard ? 


Mr. Buatntk. Mrs. Knutson is arriving at 2 o'clock this afternoon, 
but I have a very detailed, well-prepared statement which I ask permis- 
sion—first of all, may I have permission to extend and revise my 
own remarks? I shall make a brief oral presentation and submit the 
details, not to take up too much time, to avoid repetition. 

Mr. Battry. We wil 


proceed under that rule. 
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Mr. Buiarntrk. I ask permission to include, following my statement, 
the statement Spatial by Mrs. Coya Knutson in behalf of her two 
districts. 

These districts, Mr. Chairman, are small rural districts, and they 
involve the problem of having Indian school children from adjacent 
Federal Indian reservations going to the high schools of these rural 
districts. The schools are in the northern part of my district near 
the Canadian border, at Orr and Mahnomen, and at Wauban in Mrs. 
Knutson’s district. There are approximately 75 to 77 Indian stu- 
dents in each of the districts so involved. 

Briefly, the problem is that these three districts have made ap- 
plication with the Commissioner of Education for Federal assistance 
under the provisions of Public Law 815. They qualify under 3 of 
the 4 stipulations in title 4, section 401, subsection (a), with 1 ex- 
ception. The Indian students are not residents of the actual school 
district. The reservation is adjacent. They have no facilities for 
high-school education for these Indian students. 

Until now, the county school districts have allowed these Indian 
high-school] students to go to their schools, to the county schools, and 
to have the benefits of educational facilities made available. The 
State law does not require that these rural school districts be com- 
pelled to provide secondary education for these Indian high-school 
students. However, the board members of these rural schools feel a 
moral obligation to provide this éducation. 

The Indians have no other place to go. The distance is just out of 
reason. It is a cold, wintry climate. They would have no way of get- 
ting to any other school district. It would require anywhere from 
2 to 3 or 4 hours of driving to get to any other district. 

In brief, Mr. Chairman 

Mr. Batter. Before you leave that point, Mr. Blatnik, do you 
know whether the reservation is a separate school district, or is it not 
included within the confines of any school district in Minnesota ? 

Mr. Buiatrnix. The reservation is a separate school district, part of 
the Indian reservation, and is not included in any of the other school 
districts. They are two separate school districts. 

So you have three alternatives. One is to build through complete 
Federal funds new secondary school facilities on the Indian reserva- 
tion. That is too expensive. The number of students would hardly 
justify it. It would be far more expensive than merely adding two 
classrooms to an existing plant which already has complete facili- 
ties not only for standard academic high-school education but extra 
departments such as physical education, agriculture, business training, 
and home economics. 

Mr. Battery. May I ask at this point, would it be more economical 
if provision were made for educating those high-school children in 
this particular school district rather than to build on the reservation ? 

Mr. Briarnrx. Mr. Chairman, it would be far more economical 
merely to add additional classrooms and additional facilities to an 
existing school plant than to build a whole new plant for a limited 
number of Indian children on the reservation. 

Mr. Battzy. You may proceed now. 

Mr. Ruopes. Mr. Chairman, before he proceeds. 


These children are now going to school in the white-school system, 
is that correct ? 
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Mr. Buarnix. Yes, they are. 

Mr. Ropes. But under the existing law, there is no provision by 
which money can be furnished to the school district for the construc- 
tion of schools to provide for these children ? 

Mr. Buiarnix. That is right. 

Mr. Raopés. I have a very similar situation, Mr. Blatnik. We do 
not have the cold, wet, windy climate that you talk about, but we do 
have a situation near Mesa, Ariz., where the children in the Salt River 
Reservation go to school in Mesa. Of course the school district, Mr. 
Chairman, gets some funds under Johnson-O’Malley for the admin- 
istration of the school, but no money at all for construction. 

The bill which the gentleman from Minnesota has introduced in my 
opinion would take care of this situation and other similar situations 
throughout the country. 

Have you checked, Mr. Blatnik, with the Department of Health, 

<ducation, and Welfare to find out how many other school districts in 
the United States might be in a similar situation ? 

Mr. Brarntk. I discussed this matter last March with officials in the 
Department, in the Office of the Commissioner of Education. I do not 
know the total number of districts, but I was informed that there are 
several, or perhaps quite a number, other districts which come within 
the periphery or the fringe of being eligible, but for one technicality 
or another are excluded from the provisions of Public Law 815. 

I was further informed that money is available and I hereby request 
or recommend or suggest the extension for another year to make these 
modifications or amendments so these fringe schools would be eligible 
for such Federal assistance. 

Those are the two requests I have to make of the committee this 
morning. 

Mr. Battery. Will the gentleman yield to the Chair? 

Mr. Buarnix. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Battery. At this point I would like to advise the members of the 
subcommittee that I have asked the Department of Education to have 
a representative present to attend the hearings until such time as 
we get ready to bring him in for testimony. I notice the presence here 
of Mr. Lillywhite, a member of the staff of the Department. I wonder 
if he soll answer the question which Mr. Rhodes asked concerning 
the extent of the number of these Indian schools which would be 
affected. 

Go right ahead and make a statement. Any information you can 
give the committee would be appreciated. 

Mr. B. Atpen Liniywuttr (Associate Director, School Assistance 
in Federally Affected Areas, Office of Education). Mr. Chairman, the 
question Mr. Blatnik presents on the waiver of one specific clause in 
the requirements under title 4, which is the immunity of the Federal 
property on which the children live, has constituted a substantial and 
continuing financial burden on the school district. When the chil- 
dren live on nontaxable Federal property outside of the district, you 
cannot make a finding for a district which does not have the property. 
It is a request for a waiver of that provision. 

Whenever the children live on Federal property outside of the dis- 
trict, it is the plan that they attend another district. How many 
districts are under that specific clause, I cannot say specifically. 
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There are the 3 in Minnesota. There are several in Arizona. There 
are 1 or 2 in Wisconsin. There are a small number, but there are 
more than these 3. 

There are a number of other requirements which they cannot quite 
meet, but under that clause there are probably around 10. 

Mr. Battery. May I ask one question before you sit down, Mr. 
Lillywhite. In-case the committee was inclined to waive that pro- 
vision and comply with the request from Minnesota, how many other 
districts are similarly located? Would that cover the situation at 
Mesa, Ariz. ? 

Mr. Littywurre. I think the question of Mr. Rhodes’ school at 
Mesa has some other of the requirements which also would prohibit 
it from receiving assistance, but it certainly has this one. I would 
be very pleased to discuss that with Mr. Rhodes. 

Mr. Bartey. Thank you. 

Now, Mr. Blatnik, you may proceed. 

Mr. Buarnik. The details and the legal terminology I am sure are 
available to the committee from the Department of Education and 
the staff. 

In conclusion, there is no argument about the fact that the Indian 
children are a recognized Federal responsibility. The Federal Gov- 
ernment is obligated legally and certainly morally to provide this 
education. It can do it either by building new separate, expensive 
schools for a relatively small high-school enrollment, which would 
mean relatively high per pupil cost, or by taking advantage of ex- 
cellent consolidated schools. When I talk of a school district, I am 
speaking of a large consolidated school district with all the facilities 
of an up-to-date urban school. So the cost would be far lower than 
anything else that we can conceive of. 

In short, it is the only way of providing excellent educational 
opportunities for these Indian children who, by the way, have a very 
commendable school record, high attendance, good scholarship. They 
are participating in athletics, dramatics, and extracurricular activi- 
ties. It has worked out excellently. 

It is either that, or just ignoring them and leaving them to drift 
and to stagnate out in the wilderness reservation. 

So I do strongly urge that this committee do extend Public Law 815 
for another year and make the modifications which will make it pos- 
sible for several school districts, such as the three I have outlined, to 
take advantage of this badly needed Federal aid. They have no other 
recourse. Their bonded indebtedness is high. They are getting all 
the State aid to which they are now entitled under State law. They 
have no other avenue through which to make an appeal for help except 
this one made before your committee. 

I thank you very much. 

Mr. Battery. One question for clarification. You are submitting the 
details of Mrs. Knutson’s schools for the record ¢ 

Mr. Buiarnix. The details of her schools are included in the state- 
ment, and they are almost identical with the problem I have outlined 
in mine. 

Mr. Battery. You will submit that for inclusion in the record ? 

Mr. Biatnig. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Battey. Are there any questions? 
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Mr. Warnwrticnt. [ am not quite clear where these children are 
going school at the present time. Are they going to school in the 

istrict ¢ 

Mr. Buatnik. To the adjacent but separate rural school district 
about 20 miles away from where they live. 

Mr. Watnwricut. You mean they live in school district A? 

Mr. Buarnik. That is right, in Indian reservation school district A. 

Mr. Warnwrieut. Which is a specific school district but it does 
not have any school facilities ? 

Mr. Buatntk. No high school facilities; only limited grade-school 
facilities. We have grade-school children also going to this rural 
school. 

Mr. Warinwrient. Thank you. 

Mr. Upatt. I wish just to commend the gentleman for his presenta- 
tion. I feel that this legislation might also be helpful in my own area. 
I have in my district, Mr. Blatnik, the largest Indian tribe in the 
country, the Navaho Indians, and as recently as a year ago there were 
14,000 children who were not in any school at all. 

The Indian Bureau has been doing a very fine job of putting them in 
schools to some extent in communities just outside the reservation. Of 
course, that is an Indian Bureau program, largely or almost entirely 
financed by the Bureau itself. But I think there are areas in my dis- 
trict where this law might be helpful, and I feel you have done a real 
service in bringing this problem to the attention of the committee. 

Mr. BuarniK. I thank the gentleman. 

Mr. Battery. I believe that concludes the questioning. 

I want to extend our thanks to you for calling to our attention this 
matter affecting the Indian children. 

Mr. Bratnix. I thank the chairman. 

(The prepared statements of Representative Blatnik and Represen- 
tative Coya Knutson are as follows :) 


STATEMENT IN Support or AMENDING PusLIc LAw 815 as AMENDED so As To 
PROVIDE NECESSARY FEDERAL AID IN THE CONSTRUCTION OF SCHOOL FACILITIES 
IN OrR, MAHNOMEN, AND WAUBAN, MINN., BY THE Hon. JOHN A. BLATNIK 
OF MINNESOTA 


There are three school districts in northern Minnesota which need Federal 
assistance but find themselves ineligible for such assistance under Public Law 
815, as amended. 

The three schools are located at Orr, Mahnomen, and Wauban, Minn. At the 
present time 75 Indian children from the Nett Lake Indian Reservation attend 
the Orr High School. One hundred and fifty-four Indian children living on the 
White Earth Indian Reservation are divided equally between the Mahnomen 
and Wauban High Schools. 

There is no State law or regulation requiring these school districts to accept 
these children whose parents reside outside the boundaries of the school districts. 

Therefore, these schools are not eligible for Federal assistance under Public 
Law 815 because section 401 (a) (2) requires that either the parents reside 
in the district or State law requires the district’s acceptance of the pupils. 
Since neither is the case the 3 above-mentioned schools do not fulfill 1 of the 
requirements of section 401, though they satisfy the other 3, and are therefore 
not eligible for assistance. 

Such assistance is required because of the simple fact that the nonresident 
Indian children have caused overcrowded conditions in the three schools. The 
Orr Secondary School, for instance, is filled beyond the capacity recommended 
by the State department of education but if the nonresident Indian children were 
excluded the Orr School could provide ample room for the resident secondary- 
school pupils. The same can be said of the schools at Wauban and Mahnomen. 











ba) SCHOOL DISTRICTS AFFECTED BY FEDERAL ACTIVITIES 


Unless something is done, unless additional classrooms are~provided, it will 
be necessary for the county boards of education to exclude the Indian children. 
As the superintendent of the Mahnomen school pointed out, “To do otherwise 
would result in such extreme overcrowding that the educational program would 
be jeopardized for everyone.” The superintendent at Orr says that because of 
the overcrowded condition there unless additional facilities are provided the 
“county board of education will find it necessary to exercise its prerogative to 
deny admission to the 75 Indian children after the close of the 1954-55 school 
year.” 

If these schools are closed to the Indian children they will have no other 
practical place to go. The children from Nett Lake, for instance, would have to 
go to either Little Fork or Cook High Schools. These schoois are much further 
away (about 60 miles), the roads are poorer, and they themselves are over- 
crowded. The situation with regard to Wauban and Mahnomen is such as there 
just isn’t any other school to go to, practical or impractical. (Remember, we 
are dealing with a sparsely populated and relatively wilderness area.) 

Thus we are faced with 3 alternatives when the 3 school districts involved 
exercise their prerogative and exclude nonresident Indian children. As the 
superintendent at Orr pointed out, “* * * the obligation to provide adequate 
school plants for pupils of the district must take precedence over any expendi- 
ture of funds for new buildings for students who do not live in the district and 
for whom the board of education has no legal responsibility.” 

The first alternative I have already discussed, namely, send them elsewhere. 
There just isn’t anywhere else to send them. The other schools are too far away 
or nonexistent. We would have some of these kids getting up at 3 a. m. to make 
8 o'clock classes. And with the condition of the roads in the area they would 
be lucky to get their half the time. 

The second alternative is to construct a high school on the reservation. This 
would call for 1 secondary school at Nett Lake for 75 children (and the number 
is never expected to be more than 95); 1 school at Naytahwaush to take care 
of the 77 pupils attending the Mahnomen School; and 1 school at White Bear 
to take care of the 76 pupils attending the Wauban School. I don’t know what 
the exact cost of such a construction program might be, but I am sure it would 
be too high for the benefits received. As a former schoolteacher and school 
administrator I am certain that it is not educationally feasible to construct 
these three schools. Their enrollment would be entirely too small to main- 
tain the broad type of educational program the children need. The superin- 
tendents of the three schools involved concur with me in this and I am sure 
any educational authority would agree. If the second alternative were fol- 
lowed it would result not only in inadequate programs but it would be a 
serious setback to the State of Minnesota’s attempts to consolidate and inte- 
grate its schools. Those who work with Indian children believe that on the 
high-school level they should attend a mixed school rather than a segregated 
one. The Minnesota State Department of Education and the United States 
Office of Indian Affairs concur in this belief. According to the State director 
of Indian education in Minnesota the Indian children are well received by 
the non-Indian students, the teachers, and the communities. Their attendance 
record is excellent. He points out that the fine progress already made toward 
assimilating and rehabilitating the Indian people of Minnesota would be seri- 
ously curtailed by the construction of all Indian segregated schools. We must 
realize that these people want these Indian children to come to their schools. 
They feel a strong moral responsibility toward them. They do not think in 
terms of nonresidents and residents as the law compels them to do. As one 
of them pointed out, this law which reminds them that they have no legal 
responsibility toward the children, reminds them “of a fact which they are 
inclined to forget.” 

This brings us to the third alternative, namely, extend for 1 year the opera- 
tion of title IV of the act and amend section 401 (a) so as to make these 
schools eligible for assistance under the act. A bill which I introduced last 
March attempts to do the latter (H. R. 4911). At the time I introduced this 
bill, if action had been taken, the problem would have been taken care of. 
But now, because the section expires June 30, I am informed that it would be 
impossible to provide any assistance even with the passage of my bill because 
of the short time left in which to make the necessary arrangements. Thus 
my bill no longer is adequate. Not only must section 401 be amended, but it 
must be extended as well. 
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There is good reason to extend title IV for another year. As I understand 
it many schools who are otherwise eligible were not able to come in. on time 
under the provisions for assitance. An extension of 1 year will give them 
the necessary time in addition to allowing the three schools I am discussing 
to have their applications, which are already in, acted upon. Moreover, this 
extension seems a logical step to bring title IV in closer harmony with title 
III which the authors of the law saw fit to keep on the books until 1956. 

To bring the three schools I am’familiar with under the purview of the act 
section 401 (a) of Public Law 815 should be amended by inserting at the end 
thereof a sentence such as: “Only in cases where the Federal property is situated 
outside the school district of the local educational agency the Commissioner 
may waive the requirement of ciause (2) in applying the provisions of this 
subsection.” Or the amendment could read: “Assistance may be furnished 
under this subsection without regard to paragraph (2) (but subject to the 
other provisions of this subsection and subsection (c)) to any local educational 
agency which provides free public education for Indian children who reside on 
Federal property located outside its school district.” By so amending the act 
the fact that there is no Minnesota State law or regulation requiring these 
school districts to accept these children whose parents reside outside the 
boundaries of the school district will become inapplicable and will not make 
the schools ineligible for aid as is the case now. 

Since these Indian children are a recognized Federal responsibility eventually 
the Government will have to provide schooling for them. Amending Public Law 
815 seems the least expensive, most practical, and most beneficial way of doing 
it. The addition of facilities to present standing school buildings is much 
cheaper, I am sure, than the construction of a whole new school. Under this 
alternative we are advancing the cause of the Indian because it is in his best 
interest to become assimilated and integrated with the non-Indian population. 
What better way of doing this is there than by providing unsegregated school 
facilities to them. 

Thank you for this opportunity to discuss this matter with you. 


STATEMENT OF HON. Coya KNUTSON, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE 
STATE OF MINNESOTA 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I appreciate this opportunity to 
present facts about two schools in my district in Minnesota which make it urgent 
that H. R. 4911, a bill to amend Public Law 815, title 4, so as to enable schools 
with a large Indian enrollment to qualify for Federal funds for buildings, be 
supported. 

In the school at Waubun, Minn., this is the situation as presented by H. M. 
Bjornson, superintendent: “Seventy-eight of our nonresident Indian children 
are living on tribal lands and we have a total of 128 Indian children attending 
our school. Weare at present so overcrowded that we cannot continue to accom- 
modate more nonresident children, 

“There will be an increase of 50 Indian children this coming school year and 
census shows this increase will continue. We added 2 new teachers to take care 
of the increase in enrollment last year and will have to add 2 more for the 
coming school year. 

“These Indian children come from White Earth Reservation and a little Indian 
village of Elbow Lake which has no other road than the one leading into 
Waubun. The distance is too great to bus these children to any other school so 
the school at Waubun has for many years taken care of them. Up to now no 
aid has been received except the tuition fee. 

“We are bonded to our capacity so cannot add the facilities needed to take 
eare of this increased enrollment of 50 Indian children without Federal aid. 
We, therefore, made application under Public Law 815 for Federal funds in the 
amount of $440,000. Our school district valuation is $300,000 and our bonded 
indebtedness is $110,000 so we have reached our limit of borrowing. If we are 
to continue to educate these nonresident students, we must have help from some 
source.” 

In the school at Mahnomen, Minn., this is the situation as presented by Allan 
L. Larson, superintendent : 

“Naytahwaush is an Indian village 22 miles from Mahnomen. They operate 
an 8-teacher school with a present enrollment of 156 pupils in grades 1 through 
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8. The school is operated chiefly by Mallory-Johnson funds, as the district of 
71 square miles has an assessed valuation of only $27,979. 

“Since the very beginning, Mahnomen has served Naytanwaush as a high school, 
but because of increased enrollment we presently find ourselves unable to continue 
to do so without additional building facilities, which cannot be provided from our 
own resources. Two years ago we burdened our own district with debt to pro- 
vide a necessary elementary building. Our school tax rate is now 94.69 mills, and 
our legal bonding capacity of less than $200,000 is not great enough to provide the 
needed facilities. Our home economics and industrial arts departments have 
been condemned by the Minnesota State Department of Education. We never 
have taught agriculture. The only science laboratory we have is a small basement 
room. The music activities are also limited to a small basement room. Our 


gymnasium-auditorium was a temporary addition built in 1922. It should be 
demolished. 


“Three alternatives exist for us: 

“1. Continue to accept all pupils from our high school area and educate them 
in our limited, outdated facilities. 

“2. Limit our high school to resident pupils only and build to the limit of our 
bonding capacity. 

“3. Continue to admit high school pupils from our high school area and build 
the needed facilities with money which can be raised through bonding our district 
and Federal aid under section 401 of Public Law 815. 

“Alternative No. 1 is completely unsatisfactory from everyone's standpoint. 
Alternative No. 2 would leave more than 100 pupils each year, mostly Indian, 
without a high school to attend within daily travel distance, and, although we 
have no legal obligation for educating them we de feel a very strong moral respon- 
sibility, for the fact remains, that they actually have no place else to go. Alter- 
native No. 3 would provide adequate educational facilities for everyone; hence, 
is the wisest solution. 

“In addition to the 78 pupils who have one-fourth or more Indian blood and 
live on tax-exempt land, we have many more with a lesser quantum. Ours is 
truly a mixed-blood school. We would like to emphasize that both in policy and 
in actual fact there is absolutely no sign of racial discrimination within our 
school. The captain of our basketball team this winter is an Indian and the 
captain-elect of our football team for next fall is also an Indian. 

“Those of us who work with Indians feel very strongly that it is not wise 
for them to attend a segregated school on the high-school level. If we do not 
begin to integrate them by then, we shall find it almost impossible. The board of 
education and principal of Naytahwaush concur in this belief.” 


Mr. Batey. I noted a minute ago the presence of Mr. Hyde, of 
Maryland. He has left the committee room and handed his statement 
to Mr. Wainwright. 

Will you proceed to read that into the record ¢ 

Mr. Warnweient. Rather than read the whole statement, although 
it is just one page, I should like to read several sentences of it. 

Mr. Hyde has introduced a bill, H. R. 4311, which is identical with 
the bill which I introduced, H. R. 4022. 

Mr. Hyde has a situation in his district, as do some 35 other Mem- 
bers of Congress. As the problem is rather typical as he has presented 


it here, I should like to read several sentences of it, with your permis- 
sion. 


To penalize a school district, which is qualified to receive funds under this law 
for school construction, because they— 


meaning the school board— 


had the initiative to go ahead with their school construction program after the 
cutoff date, is not only unfair but I am sure it was not intended by Congress. 


I would like to comment on that and say that I feel the gentleman 
is entirely correct. 


They had no way of knowing that a later cutoff date would be set up after 
the Office of Education found they had additional funds to allot. Montgomery 
County lost $1,173,390 because the cutoff date was set up from November 24, 1953, 
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to June 30, 1954. Enrollment in our public schools has more than tripled in the 
past 9 or 10 years and our bonded indebtedness has increased 5 times in that 


same period. There is no question about their being qualified to receive funds 
as a federally impacted area. * * * 


Unless the law is amended to prevent such an administrative ruling, the 
school districts will have no way of knowing when they can go ahead with 
awarding contracts for fear of losing the funds to which they are entitled. This 
could result in the delay of the school district’s construction program each year. 

It seems to me, Mr. Chairman, that we should not only amend the law to give 
these school districts the funds to which they are entitled, but we must make 
certain that any future bills contain the same safeguards. 

I think that isa fine and succinct statement of the problem. 

The department of education is not highly enthusiastic about this 
program, and I think the letter which they have in draft, whether it 
has been prepared or not, will show that. However, I for one would 
like to support Mr. Hyde’s program as being entirely worth while. 

Mr. Baitzy. May I ask the gentleman from New York, since there 
are, you say 35 other districts similar 

Mr. Warnwrtcnt. No; 81 other districts. Thirty-five congressional 
districts have the problem. 

Mr. Batrey. Later on, you will perhaps give the committee your 
views on your legislation, which deals largely with that angle, I 
take it. 

Mr. Warnwerent. Yes, sir. I prefer not to do it today. 

Mr. Hyde, I might say, is not present at this time because he has 
a very important meeting of the Judiciary Committee for which he 
had to leave. 

Mr. Batrey. If there is no objection, the statement submitted by 
Mr. Hyde will be inserted,in the record. 

I also have a communication addressed to Chairman Barden of 
the Committee on Education and Labor, from Congressman Edward 
T. Miller, of Maryland, enclosing a communication from Senator 
Butler, of Maryland, in connection with Mr. Miller’s bill, H. R. 5137, 
dealing with the school problem. I will hand this communication from 
Mr. Miller to the reporter and have him include it immediately follow- 
ing the statement filed by Mr. Wainwright on behalf of Mr. Hyde. 

(The statements and letters referred to follow :) 





STATEMENT OF Hon. DeWirr S. Hype, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE 
STATE OF MARYLAND 


Mr. Chairman, I appreciate the opportunity to testify before your committee 
this morning. The bill I introduced, H. R. 4311, which is similar to bills inroduced 
by several of my colleagues, will correct an existing inequity in Public Law 815, 
81st Congress. To penalize a school district, which is qualified to receive funds 
under this law for school construction, because they had the initiative to go 
ahead with their school-construction program after the cutoff date, is not only 
unfair but I am sure it was not intended by Congress. They had no way of 
knowing that a later cutoff date would be set up after the Office of Education 
found they had additional funds to allot. Montgomery Cornty lost $1,173,390 
because the cutoff date was set up from November 24, 1953, to June 30, 1954. 
Enrollment in our public schools has more than tripled in the past 9 or 10 years 
and out bonded indebtedness has increased 5 times in that same period. There 
is no question about their being qualified to receive funds as a federaliy 
impacted area. We have 58,000 studerts in public schools in Montgomery County 
at the present time. 

Unless the law is amended to prevent such an administrative ruling, the 
school districts will have no way of knowing when they can go ahead with 
awarding contracts for fear of losing the funds to which they are entitled. This 
could result in the delay of the school district’s construction program each year. 
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It seems to me, Mr. Chairman, that we should not only amend the law to give 
these school districts the funds to which they are entitled but we must make 
certain that any future bills contain the same safeguards. 


HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, D. C., June 20, 1955. 
Hon. GRAHAM BARDEN, 
Chairman, Committee on Education and Labor, 
Washington, D. C. 

Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: I understand that your committee will consider my 
bill, H. R. 5137, this morning and because it will not be possible for me te 
attend personally due to the fact that I am sitting on an important subcommittee 
meeting at the same time where my presence is required, I hope you can give the 
bill favorable consideration. 

I am enclosing copy of a letter to the chairman of the Senate Committee on 
Labor and Public Welfare from Senator Butler in support of my bill. I think 
Senator Butler’s letter covers the matter quite thoroughly. 

Your cooperation in this regard will be greatly appreciated. 

Sincerely yours, 
Epwarp T. MILier. 


May 18, 1955. 
The Honorable Lister HI1t, 
Chairman, Committee on Labor and Public Welfare, 
United States Senate, Washington, D.C. 


Dear SENATOR: On March 15 I introduced Senate bill 1452, which has heen 
referred to your committee. The purpose of this legislation is to amend Public 
Law 815, 83d Congress, which provides construction aid to school districts in 
federally impacted areas, so that such districts can proceed with their con- 
struction programs subsequent to the filing of aid applications without possible 
loss of Federal funds. 

Under Public Law 815 as it now stands, before 9 school board can enter into 
a construction contract, it must ask itself this question: “If we go ahead with 
this project now, will we lose an increasing amount of Federal aid for which 
we are otherwise qualified at the present time?’ 

Under Public Law 815, in November 1953, communities all over the country 
submitted applications to determine the amount of Federal aid for which they 
were qualified depending upon the number of federally connected children en- 
rolled and the availability of school facilities to house them. At that time not 
enough money had been appropriated by Congress to take care of all of the 
communities that could qualify for assistance. So a priority need was estub- 
lished and those communities having the highest priority were allocated the 
funds available. Later in the fiscal year Congress appropriated additional 
funds. It could be logically presumed that, continuing in the order of pricrity, 
these additional funds would have been distributed on the basis of the original 
application. Because of the law’s technical defect, this was not the case. 
Some 27 school districts in 14 States were deprived of almost $6 million in 
Federal aid because between November 1953 and June 1954, they had gone ahead 
on their own initiative to award construction contracts in order to have 
school buildings ready when enrollment needs required them. 

Serious as these previous losses are they are perhaps not as important as the 
fact that current decisions regarding present and future construction programs 
are being affected by this technical flaw in the law which my measure is designed 
to correct. I am convinced that Congress should speedily rectify the error which 
hampers school construction programs and, to some extent, defeats the purpose 
of Congress in enacting the law. 

The unfortunate consequence is that school boards, to protect the interest of 
their communities and educational systems, are not willing to go forward with 
much needed construction projects because if they do so, they cannot count on 
Government assistance for these projects. 

School officials in Maryland advise me that this technical flaw in the statute 
has seriously interfered with necessary construction programs covering facili- 
ties needed for the next school year. It is my understanding that the came 
difficulty is being experienced in federally impacted school districts throughout 
the country. Aside from allowing for the reimbursement of 27 school districts 
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which lost assistance funds under the 1953-54 program, this needed amendment 
will not increase the Government’s financial liability nor will it, in any way, 
affect the priority system for the allocation of available funds contained in the 
present statute. 

I would deeply appreciate your cooperation in urging early committee action 
with respect to this measure so as to allow final consideration by Congress 
before adjournment. 

With best wishes and kind regards, I am 

Sincerely yours, 
JOHN MARSHALL BUTLER, 
United States Senator. 


{H. R. 5137, 84th Cong., 1st sess.] 


A BILL To amend title III of Public Law 815, Eighty-first Congress, in order to prevent 
a reduction in payments on my application filed under such title on account of school 
construction contracts entered into by the applicant after the final date for filing such 
application 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That the second sentence of section 304 of the 
Act of September 23, 1950 (Public Law 815, Eighty-first Congress), is amended 
by striking out “for filing applications for payments from the funds out of 
which such Federal share is to be paid’, and inserting in lieu thereof “on which, 
or which next follows the date on which, the application for such project is filed.” 

Sec. 2. The amendment made by this Act shall be effective on and after 
July 1, 1953. 


Mr. Battery. If there are no objections, we will make several letters 
a part of the printed record. 
(The letters referred to are as follows :) 


CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES, 
House OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, D. C., July 5, 1955. 
Hon, CLEVELAND M. BaAILey, 
Committee on Education and Labor, 
House Office Building, 
Washington 25, D. C. 

DEAR COLLEAGUE: There are a considerable number of school officials in my 
locality who have benefited under Public Laws 874 and 815. They have been 
deeply concerned over the 3-percent absorption clause and all have asked that 
it be eliminated. I join with them in urging the subcommittee to report favor- 
ably a recommendation eliminating the 3-percent absorption clause. 

With every good wish, I am 

Sincerely yours, 
Epwarkp P. BoLaNp, 
Member of Congress. 





Santa PAULA ELEMENTARY SCHOOLS, 
. Santa Paula, Calif., June 29, 1955. 
Re Public Law 874, absorption factor. 
Hon. CHARLES TEAGUE, 
Member House of Representatives, 
Washington, D. C. 

Dear Mr. TeaGuE: Our board of trustees would like to call your attention te 
what the 3 percent absorption factor would do to our district. 

If this absorption factor is not eliminated we would lose over two-thirds 
of our Federal funds, or $8,705.31: 


FORMULA FOR DETERMINING LOSS 


1, Total average daily attendance all pupils, 1954-55_______.________ 2, 128 
2. Average daily attendance sec. 3 (a) pupils 1954-55______________ None 
3. One-half of the average daily attendance sec. 3 (b) 1954-55______ 86 
4. Sum of items 2 and 3 (Federal pupils) _...--_-.__________________ 86 


64315—55——2 
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5. Item 1 minus item 4 (non-Federal pupils) ____--_------------~--- 2, 042 
6. Pupil loss (3 percent of item 5, non-Federal pupils) _..__----------- 61 
7. ‘Total toenl ‘ComteiWenen Fares oe eet $142. 71 
8. Monetary loss in funds item 6 X< item 7------------------------- $8, 705. 31 


Since our district is below State average in wealth this will greatly affect us 
in our current expense budget for next year. 
Our district board of trustees urge your serious consideration of this issue. 
Respectfully, 
RayMonp E. DENLAY, 
District Superintendent. 


Mr. Battery. Our next witness is Mr. Lesinski, of Michigan. 


STATEMENT OF HON. JOHN LESINSKI, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF MICHIGAN 


Mr. Lestnskr. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee; I am 
Congressman John Lesinski of the 16th District of Michigan, the 
largest district in Michigan and not quite the largest in the Nation; 
so I have my problems. 

I certainly appreciate being here this morning. I will try to 
cover the differences bet ween two bills, Mr. Wainwright’s and my own. 

Mine was introduced for the specific purpose of correcting a prob- 
lem that I had, which also occurs in 57 other school districts of the 
Nation, in 24 States. In other words, some States have a similar type 
of problem. The thing is to get funds which properly should have 
been received under Public Law 815, and the amounts vary from a 
little over $200 to over $200,000. 

Mr. Chairman, the purpose of H. R. 4086 is to extend the time 
within which local educational agencies may complete applications 
for payments under Public Law 815 in certain hardship cases. 

Under Public Law 815, as amended by Public Law 246, there are 
58 school districts which applied for assistance but failed to request 
on the part IT project application the maximum allowance on or before 
the deadline of June 30, 1954. The maximum Federal allowance for 
these 58 school districts was $15,586,298, of which $12,513,597 was 
requested for construction of projects by the final cutoff date, leaving 
$3,072,701 of the maximum Federal allowance which was not re- 
quested. 

The public school district of Nankin-Dearborn district No. 2 frac- 
tional, in Inkster, Mich., can serve as an example of the relief that 
H. R. 4086 would provide. This school district failed to fill out part I 
of its application properly. Only $75,000 had been reserved for it 
in accordance with its request on the part II project application. 
When the United States Office of Education isco that the 
school district was entitled to $148,500, the cutoff date of June 30, 
1954, prevented the new incoming superintendent, Mr. C. P. Titus, 
from correcting its request under the part IT project application. 

Mr. Warnwricut. May I interrupt? Is that specific example you 
are giving, this failure to fill out, an administrative or a clerical error, 
failure to fill it out, or what was the reason they failed to fill it out ? 

Mr. Lestnsk1. I was going to cover that later on. 

The school district cannot build classrooms costing more than 
$75,000, when it desperately needs all the classrooms which its full 
allowance of $148,500 would build. 
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To provide relief in this type of situation it would be necessary 
to allow the United States Office of Education to make additional 
allotments in case of error or to extend the deadline in case of error. 

My bill would permit a local educational agency in this situation 
to complete the filing of the second part of the application at any 
time within 90 days after its enactment. 

There is a serious classroom shortage in my district. As superin- 
tendent of schools C. P. Titus wrote me early this year: 

Our district is bursting at the seams with children. One subdivision after 
another is being built. As soon as the homes are completed they are occupied 
by defense workers and others. 

At this time, Mr. Chairman, I should like to say that many of 
the towns in my area have doubled in population in the past 5 years, 
due to the rapid expansion. In the 1950 Census there were approxi- 
mately 513,000 in my district, and right now it is close to 560,000. 
In the rural areas, the smaller communities around Detroit, the pop- 
ulation is doubling. 

Mr. Batey. I take it, Mr. Lesinski, you have a sort of bedroom 
community situation on the outskirts of the city of Detroit, is that 
true? 

Mr. Lestnsx1. That is correct. 

Mr. Battery. Could you give the committee some potent argument 
as to the responsibility of the Government for creating this situation ? 
Are you commenting on that in your presentation this morning? 

Mr. Lestnsx1. I mentioned it in the past in brief, Mr. Chairman, 
in my previous presentations, supporting your bill and others. I 
can say that during World War II the Federal Government, due to 
the war, was responsible for bringing in people from other parts of 
the country to do defense work. 

Mr. Bartey. What do you have in the nature of defense work there 
at which these people are employed? 

Mr. Lesrnxs1. My district has two steel companies. Counting Ford 
Motor it has three—Ford Motor itself, the largest single independ- 
ent, DeSoto, and adjacent to it, Willow Run, which produced the 
B-29 airplanes during World War II and was taken over by Kaiser- 
Frazer following. Of course, that is now under the supervision of 
General Motors. Chrysler built there—— 

Mr. Barer. May I ask this question at this point. Are any of 
those industries presently engaged in defense contracts? ° 

Mr. Lestnsk1. Directly at the present time, no, because Ford was 
producing the M-48 tank but has discontinued. That was on the 
border of my district, not directly in my district, but still it would 
be affected by it. 

Mr. Battery. These people about whom you are talking commute, 
I presume, between the plant in the industrial center and your district, 
living in the suburban areas ? Y 

Mr. Lestnskt. That is correct, Mr. Chairman. I have also had a lot 
of housing projects. I do not know the exact number, but roughly 
five, put up by the Federal Government in the first part of the war, 
1941, 1942, and 1943. : 

Mr. Battery. Are those projects still owned by the Government ? 

Mr. Lestnsxi. To my knowledge, they have all been sold. 


16 SCHOOL DISTRICTS AFFECTED BY FEDERAL ACTIVITIES 


This bill simply will correct, coming back to a certain date to file in, 
what was not received in the past, Mr. Chairman, under Public 
Law 815. 

If the chairman will allow me, I will proceed. 

My bill, H. R. 4086, has a different purpose than H. R. 4022, intro- 
duced by Congressman Wainwright. H. R. 4022 provides— 

That school districts which filed application for payments under Public Law 815, 
Sist Congress, before November 24, 1953, shall not be penalized on account of 
school-construction contracts made after that date. 

As I understand it, schools districts which filed applications on or 
before November 24, 1953, applications approved by the United States 
Office of Education for certain entitlements but not high enough in 
priority to merit certification for payment out of the limited funds 
appropriated, had in 27 cases gone ahead and made contracts for 
school construction with the anticipation that supplementary appro- 
priations would make good their respective entitlements. When $70 
million was voted in August 1953 for fiscal year 1954, these 27 schoo! 
districts which did not wait to let contracts for school construction 
before the new deadline of June 30, 1954, found themselves in the 
situation that the classrooms contracted for construction were deducted 
from the amount needed and, as a result, their entitlements were 
reduced accordingly. If enough money had been appropriated orig- 
inally, the situation would not have occurred. 

The situation under H. R. 4086 is quite different. Because of error 
or lack of information—does that answer your question, Mr. Wain- 
wright ? 

Mr. Wartnwrieut. Yes. The reason I raised the question is that 
I think if 

Mr. Lestnskr. There could have been a clerical error. 

Mr. Warnwricnt. A clerical error, but an error of decision some- 
where along the line by a board, and then the Congress comes along 
and corrects it. 

I am not sure—it would be up to the committee to decide—whether 
that is a justifiable reason. But the moral reason, which is also 
involved in your classroom situation, I understand, where a school 
board just decides to go ahead and build the classrooms because they 
are desperately needed anyway, and then is left high and dry because 
the Congress changes its mind or does not provide enough money, is 
another thing. 

Mr. Lestnsxi. Mr. Wainwright, this is not the same type of bill 
that you have. The a of this: These people did not build 
until they received, but they did not receive the full amount they 
were supposed to, either through clerical error or they just did not 
apply, did not care to, or were lackadaisical about their work, or what- 
not. It was a definite error in my district that they failed to apply 
for the full amount. 

Mr. Warnwrieut. May I ask Mr. Lillywhite a question at this 
point ? 

Mr. Battery. Yes. 

Mr. Warnwrtent. Mr. Lillywhite, may I address a question to you 
on the practical administration of Mr. Lesinski’s problem? Suppose 
a situation arises similar to the one Mr. Lesinski presents, with which 
you are quite familiar, where a school district applies for $1,840,000 
in accordance with its entitlement, and actually it should have been 
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$2,840,000, and you in the Department catch it. You recognize that 
they have manipulated their formula incorrectly. Can you not in 
the Department call that to their attention and make the necessary 
correction? I do not know. I am asking this as a point of in- 
formation. 

Mr. Littywuire. I suppose you could, Congressman. We have 
followed the policy of approving what a school district asks for. 
In discussion with them, you point out what the formula might yield. 
They submit a part I application setting forth the number of chil- 
dren, and they submit a part II application requesting the amount 
of money they want to construct the project. 

We have never approved a project for more than was requested 
by the final cutoff date. The final cutoff date was June 30, 1954, 
as the Congressman said. This school district had, I believe, $76,000 
requested. We approved $76,000. For one reason or other it did 
not, but it could have requested and additional amount of money. 

I think the Department might have some questions raised if it 
uniformly set out to people, phoned to people, or wrote to people, 
“You didn’t ask for all you can get, and you ought to ask for more.” 
We have followed the policy of approving the amount requested. 

Mr. Battery. Before you proceed, Mr. Lesinski, I want to ask Mr. 
Lillywhite a question. 

Mr. Lestnsxi. So would I on that point, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Battery. Mr. Lillywhite, to what extent did the change in the 
cutoff date affect this situation? Any at all? 

Mr. Littywuire. No. 

Mr. Batter. Was that cutoff date changed arbitrarily by the De- 
partment? Was there anything in the bill 

Mr. Littywurre. Let me say there was not arbitrary change in any 
cutoff date under this bill, either for the purposes of the question of Mr. 
Wainwright and Mr. Quigley or the others, in this situation. The 
problem Mr. Lesinski is talking about was not discovered until a new 
superintendent was appointed to take office on July 1. The final cutoff 
date was June 30. When he came down and began to investigate his 
application, he found that the district had not, previous to the cutoff 
date, requested the maximum amount of money. That is the situation 
which existed. 

Mr. Ruopes. Mr. Lillywhite, in this case how much more money 
could they have gotten if they had figured the formula correctly? 
Do you know ? 

Mr. Lattywuire. I think $145,000 total. 

Mr. Lestnsxt. That is the total. This particular district was sup- 
posed to receive an additional $73,500. The full amount is $148,500. 
They received only $75,000. 

Mr. Chairman, I should like to address one question to Mr. Lilly- 
white, and that is, if it is true that some school districts did not re- 
quest their full amount knowing what they should have had. 

Mr. Liutywurre. I am sorry, I did not get the last. 

Mr. Lestnsxt. Is it true that some school districts did not request 
the full amount they should have received 

Mr. Lintywurre. Yes, the full amount that they could have re- 
ceived. 

Mr. Lestnskt. Purposely and intentionally, knowing that they 
could have received more? 
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Mr. Littywuire. I cannot give you the motives as to why they did 
not request it all, but I imagine that some of them ag did not 
need any more school facilities, and requested what they did need. 

Mr. Lesinsxi1. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Battey. Now you may proceed. 

Mr. Lestnsxi. As Mr. Lillywhite mentioned, it was because of 
error that the previous superintendent, either not wanting to find out 
or just by being lackadaisical about the matter, did not request the 
full amount. When Mr. Titus was appointed as superintendent of 
schools in that area, he found out the mistake; and that is the 
reason they are short $73,500 at this point. 

I will follow through with the rest of my remarks here. 

Because of error or lack of information, several school districts 
failed on the part Ii project application to request the amount of 
money they needed under their maximum allowance. The money is 
there. The need is there. But unless the cutoff date is extended, 
several of these school districts will not be able to correct the second 
part of their applications. 

The technical explanation: Line 2, page 2, of H. R. 4086 reads: 
“was not accurately determined until after May 31, 1954.” The pur- 
pose of stipulating a date such as May 31, 1954, was for the following 
reasons : 

1. A definite date makes easier the administration of the law. 

Mr. WarNwricut. Would you repeat that, sir? 

Mr. Lestnsxi. A definite date makes it easier to administer the 
law. 

2. It is assumed that an error in the application discovered after 
yd 31 would have been too late to change before the June 30 cutoff 

ate. 

However, if a month prior to June 30, 1954, is too long or too 
short, this committee can of course amend that. 

An alternative approach to the above is as follows: On line 2, 
page 2, strike out “until May 31, 1954,” and insert “in time to permit 
completion of the application so as to qualify for payments in the 
full amount which could have been made to it out of such funds.” 

Mr. Chairman, I have a breakdown from the Office of Education 
of the 58 applications which have been shorted in their requests, and 
from 24 States. If the chairman will allow, I will put this in the 
record for those who would like to check back and find out, if their 
school district should receive additional funds. It is all here. 

I was wrong originally in stating the range. One school district, 
in Massachusetts, has an allowance of $604,000 not received. It goes 
down as low as $232. 

Mr. Barer. These data you are asking to have submitted cover 
the situation, you say, in 58 school districts in 24 different States. 

Mr. Lestnsxi. That is correct, Mr. Chairman. In other words, 
these people have either purposely not requested the additional funds 
or have made an error in their original applications, or. simply just 
failed to act. The individual in my district just did not fill the 
application out properly. 

Mr. Battey. I see where this might be quite helpful in seeing that 
we do not overlook any case where there is a right on the part of the 
district which might have been violated. So, if there is no objection, 
your statistics will be included in the record. 
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(The tabulation referred to follows :) 


List of applicants under Public Law 815, as amended by Public Law 246, who 
failed to file requests for all of their marimum allowance on or before June 
30, 1954 





Amount of maximum 


Maximum Federal allowance 


Applicant Federal 
allowance 





Not re- 


Requested quested 


| 
(i) (2) (3) oy 








ALABAMA 
. Madison County Board of Education $210, 600 . $21, 920 
ARIZONA 

. Washington School District No. 6 159, 750 
CALIFORNIA 

. Sunnyvale City Elementary School District __............__._- 243, 810 
. Livermore Elementary School District 155, 610 
. Palmdale School District heal 488, 880 
. Sylvan Elementary School District 84, 420 


. Ravenswood eeeneare Oe a eae eae 115, 290 
. Santa Ana High School District 109, 620 | 











COLORADO 
. School District No. 5 of Jackson County 20, 900 


CONNECTICUT 
I OR ee oe tii ag env act Minds kein son , 033, 464 


FLORIDA 


. District No. 1, Escambia County 676, 800 
. Special School Tax District No. 1, 112, 050 


QEORGIA 


. Cobb County School system i 863, 550 | 
. DeKalb County B of Education | 362, 700 


ILLINOIS 


. Rantoul School District 137 689, 260 | 
. Channahen Grade District 17 25, 350 | 


INDIANA 
. School City of Jeffersonvilie é | 235, 180 | 
FANSAS 
. Community School District No. 31, Johnson County -- . 418, 912 | 197, 197 
. Salina Public Schools 413, 930 | 79, 000 


. Town of Limestone 183, 000 
. Town of Caribou 66, 000 
MASSACHUSETTS 


325, 000 


| 
| 


ORG EIR en Gheueebribbbdge acedei a cbnk dens de wendeecbe= 929, 424 


MICHIGAN 


. School District No. 3, Fri., Lake and Erin Township _--_-_--- 220, 860 
. Whitehall Rural Agricultural School District__.........--..--..| 73, 200 | 
. Beach School District No. 5, Fruitport Township | 29, 400 

. Rudyard Township, School District...... .. ted 77,040 
. School District No. 2, Frl, Nankin Dearborn ‘Township - : 148, 500 | 


MISSOURI 


q ——— Reorganized Schoo] District R-2 
q ley School District... --_- 

. Consolidated Schoo} District No. 2, Jackson County _- 
. Belton Public School District No. 124 
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List of applicants under Public Law 815, as amended by Public Law 246, who 
failed to file requests for all of their maximum allowance on or before June 
30, 1954—Continued 





Amount of maximum 


Maximum Federal allowance 


Applicant Federal 
allowance 





Not re- 


Requested quested 


() (4) 





NEW MEXICO 
. Alamagordo Municipal Board of Education 
NEW YORK 
. Union Free School District No. 17, Oyster Bay..__. ----------- 
. Union Free School District No. 18, Oyster Bay shad 
. Union Free School District No. 4, Town of Huntington --- -- 
. Union Free School District No. 3, Town of Babylon -- 
. Union Free School District No. 2, Town of Babylon--.-._--.-- 
. Union Free School District No. 26, Town of Hempstead _-_---_- 
OHIO 
- Northridge Local Board of Education. _-.-_---.----- 
. Wayne Township School District - - Dien a swkewes 
8. Minford Local School District_................--..---- 
- Wheelersburg Local School District 
. Carroll Local School District. 
. Liberty Union Local School District 
OKLAHOMA 
. Independent School District No. 8, Comanche County -------- 742, 800 
- Independent School District No. 29, Cleveland County- -_--.-- 96, 500 
. Independent School District I-89, Oklahoma County - ; 145, 500 
SOUTH CAROLINA 
. Summerville School District No. 2............-.-.-.--.----.---. 
SOUTH DAKOTA 
- Yankton Independent School District 
TENNESSEE 
. Anderson County Board of Education ----------- 
- Roane County Board of Education 
- Blount County School District 
. Clinton City School District 
TEXAS 


. Flour Bluff School District ____-._.......-.-.-.-.--- candete dake ale 370, 950 181, 600 
. Sundeen Independent School District 158, 350 32, 050 


VIRGINIA 
. The County of Princess Anne 1, 333, 260 
WASHINGTON 


. Granger School District No. 204 44, 625 10, 475 
. Blaine School District No. 503_____- 29, 348 232 





12, 513, 597 3, 072, 701 
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Mr. Lesrnsxi. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

May I say in conclusion, I have sent letters to all the members who 
had this situation in their district, and I have received replies from 
many of them. Senators and Members of the House have told me 
that they are definitely behind this type of legislation and would 
assist in it if possible. I am sure they will help if the committee 
should decide to report out this bill. 

Mr. Bartzy. About how many communications are involved there? 

Mr. Lestnsx1. Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Mr. Lestnsxi. Senator Stuart Symington, in conjunction with 
Frank Karsten and George Christopher, in brief say, “It seems to be 
a bill which would be of interest in Missouri.” 

From Congressman Lanham, “Will be glad to give attention to this 
measure.” 

Senator John Sparkman, “It seems to be a good bill; every wish for 
its success.” 

Senator Saltonstall, “Will give the bill my earnest study and present 
it to the Senate for consideration.” 

I have favorable letters here from other Members of Congress: 
I do not wish to read them all, Mr. Chairman. 

(The list referred to follows :) 

Congressman James B. Utt, Congressman Bob Sikes, Congressman Edward J. 
Robeson, Congressman John J. Dempsey, Congressman Howard H. Baker, Con- 
gressman Harold O. Lovre, Congressman John J. Bell, Congressman Winfield 
K. Denton, Congressman Victor Wickersham. 

Mr. Battey. Does that conclude your presentation ? 

Mr. Lestnsxr. It does, Mr. Chairman. I certainly appreciate the 
time the committee has given me on this problem. 

Mr. Battey. Any further questions? 

Mr. Upatx. Do you have data on the number of school districts 
which will be affected ? 

Mr. Lesrnski. Yes. I have submitted them for the record. 

Mr. Upaux. I would like to see it when you are through. What is 
the total amount involved? Have you calculated that? 

Mr. Lestnsxi. $3,072,701. 

Mr. Upauz. That is all the questions I have, but I would like to see 
that tabulation. 

Mr. Ruopes. I may be a little confused as to the situation which you 
had in mind. As I recall the discussion of it, there was a change in 
school administration the day after the cutoff date in one district. 

Mr. Lestnsx1. That is correct. 

Mr. Ruopes. The predecessor superintendent did not ask for as 
much money as he could have asked for under the formula. 

Mr. Lestnsxi. That is correct. 

Mr. Ruopes. Was that due to his lack of information, or was it just 
due to negligence on his part, or do you know? 

Mr. Lesinski. I know what it is, but please forgive me. I do not 
like to put somebody else on.the spot. Let’s leave it that there was 
an error made and let it go at that, if you don’t mind. 

Mr. Ruopes. The reason I ask, I am wondering if your bill would 
cover that situation. 

Mr. Lesinsk1. There was an error made, definitely. 
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Mr. Ruopes. It says— 


if, due to incomplete information in the first part of the application as originally 
filed, the limit imposed by section 305 * * * on payments, 

and so on. Was this situation due to incomplete information in the 
first part of the application? 

Mr. Lestnskr. I have a letter from Mr. Titus which explains that. 
He says in his letter: 

Last year my predecessor did not qualify for Federal aid under Public Law 
815 due to inexperience in the handling of Federal aid applications. 

Mr. Ruopes. That is all, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Lestnski. Does that cover your inquiry, Mr. Rhodes? 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Mr. Wainwricur, Mr. Lesinski, I believe this is a new precedent, 
and I am rather surprised that Mr. Lillywhite would support the 
theory that where an administrative or technical error is made by an 
outside party making application to the Federal Government for 

funds, whether it is in the military or in the school field—the school 
field has more emotional appeal, naturally, but in any field where a 
man has a right to collect from the Federal Government of he makes 
an error, a silly error or a stupid error, and then he can come back over 
a long period of time, take it back through the Civil War if you want 
to carry it to its extreme, it would seem to me that we would be estab- 
lishing a rather unnatural precedent to follow. 

I think it is fair to make that comment in public, because that is the 
way I would feel in the committee. 

Mr. Lesinski. Mr. Wainwright, if you make a contract as a manu- 
facturer with the Federal Government and you stipulate a cost of 
$10,000 per item ; you find out it costs you $8,000; the Federal Govern- 
ment gives you an opportunity to renegotiate the contract following 
the contract, despite the fact that the Federal Government has made a 
contract with you at the rate of $10,000 for each item. 

This is not a precedent, my dear friend. This goes on at the present 
time continually when you make a contract with the Federal Govern- 
ment, and I know of no reason why the opposite should not be true. 
For example, Public Law 7 of this Congress extends certain wartime 
benefits after the cutoff date. 

Mr. Warnwricut. There you have a negotiation between two par- 
ties to a contract. This is not the same. I think you and I could argue 
that. well into the night. In this case someone is getting something 
for nothing. 

Mr. Lestnsk1. This is not something for nothing, Mr. Wainwright, 
because these school districts under Public Law 815 were authorized 
by Congress to receive a certain amount of money due to the number 
of children who were involved. The authorization is there—— 

Mr. Wainwreicur. That is not a contract situation. The example 
you gave me is a contract situation. 

Mr. Lesinskr. That is true. But the authorization has been passed 
by Congress, and because the individual has failed to apply up to a 
certain cutoff date, and in turn a new superintendent came in and 
found out there was some mistake made, he of course applied, but it 
was too late. 

Mr. Wartnwricut. Possibly on moral grounds I would be sympa- 
thetic. I am thinking of the long-term precedent. In the contract 
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situation, you know as a lawyer that the contract would contain all 
the terms that the parties have agreed to. If an administrative error 
is made in the contract and both parties have agreed to it, they can 
change that administrative or technical error in the contract only by 
agreement between the parties. If one of the parties wants to stick 
the other party, including the Federal Government, he is stuck with it. 

Mr. Lestnsk1. All this does is to allow under the old law for those 
who failed to apply for what they should have gotten. The money is 
there. 

Mr. WarnwricHr. No further questions. 

Mr. Barey. At this point, since the gentleman from New York 
questioned Mr. Lillywhite’s statement, do you care to comment ? 

Mr. Littywuire. I would like to make this statement. I hesitate to 
make it except to say that I did not hear all of the import of Mr. 
Lesinski’s statement 

Mr. WarNwrigHt. You said you supported this program. 

Mr. Littywaire. I think this ought to be made very clear for the 
record. I have no authority as a member of the lower echelon to sup- 
port or not to support any piece of legislation. That is the prerogative 
of the Department. 

As you know, Mr. Wainwright, and as Mr. Rhodes knows, I have 
been requested through proper channels to advise on the facts and the 
technical aspects in preparing legislation, which I did with respect to 
your bill, which I did with respect to a number of them, without takiug 
any position whatever as to whether the bill should be approved or 
should not be approved. 

Mr. Warnwaicut. That is why I mentioned your name in connection 
with my bill. That is why I was rather surprised to hear your coin- 
ment, because you never had expressed an opinion about mine. 

Mr. Littywaite. [ simply want to make it clear that I take no posi- 
tion on whether the legislation should or should not be approved, but 
simply offer service to the Congress in providing the facts on which 
they can base the legislation they wish to introduce. 

Mr. Lestnsxt. Mr. Chairman, I wish to clarify the statement [ pie- 
viously made. What the gentleman has said right now is correct. We 
informed him of the situation. He is familiar with it. He advised 
us as to how the correction of this situation could be accomplished, 
and this bill will accomplish it, in the situation I have in my district 
and which exists in other districts over the whole United States. 

In other words, he advised us how it could be done. Is that not 
correct, Mr. Lillywhite ? 

Mr. Liywnaite. That is correct. 

Mr. Lestnskr. Mr. Chairman, I offer for inclusion in the record tne 
following letter from Mr. C. P. Titus: 


THE Pustic SCHOOLS oF NANKIN-DEARRBORN District No. 2 Fr., 
Inkster, Mich., June 20, 1955. 
Hon, CLEVELAND M. BaILey, 
Chairman, Subcommittee of House Committee on Education and Labor, 
House of Representatives. 
My Dear Mr. BaILey: It was with interest that we followed your committee 
hearings relative to several amendments proposed for Public Law 815 and &74. 
A bill which was of particular interest to us was Congressman Lesinski’s bill 
H. R. 4086 regarding the extension of the time limit in which local educational 
agencies may complete applications for payments under Public Law 815. 
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It was our misfortune that my predecessor through an error together with 
some bad advice requested only $75,000 which, according to advice he had re- 
ceived, was the full amount that he thought could be requested. When we finally 
got our complete count of federally connected children we qualified for $148,500. 

There isn’t any doubt but that my predecessor should have gotten his advice 
in more than one place. But his source of information had been reliable up to 
this time. It is our opinion that the children of our district should not be asked 
to suffer due to a personal error and a deadline date. 

Congressman Lesinski’s bill would allow us to correct the previous error. We 
believe that in justification of the cause of education for the children of our 
district a great national government such as ours would allow the correction 
of a human error such as was made in this case. 

I believe Uncle has set the precedent for the correction. For instance, if I made 
an error in my income tax Uncle would want me to correct that error and would 
charge me a small amount for the bother of collecting the same. In this case 
we are asking only for the amount that we were legally entitled to, admitting 
an error was made. I am sure there are other precedents which could be found 
if the research material were available. 

We have at the present time children that are unhoused even though we have 
bonded ourselves to the legal limit. If this is not forthcoming we will continue 
on half day sessions. In addition two more subdivisions will be completed which 
will hit us this September. We will not receive the additional revenue from 
these homes for a year later. The same proportion of federally connected chil- 
dren will occupy these new homes as now occupy the homes already built. 

We will appreciate it very much if your committee will take favorable action 
on Congressman Lesinski’s bill H. R. 4086. 

Sincerely, 
C. P. Tirus, 
Superintendent of Schools. 

Mr. Battey. We thank you, Mr. Lesinski. 

Mr. Lestnsx1. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I appreciate this oppor- 
tunity. 


Mr. Battery. Mr. Bennett, of Florida. 


STATEMENT OF HON. CHARLES E. BENNETT, A REPRESENTATIVE 
IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF FLORIDA 


Mr. Bennetr. Mr. Chairman, I am deeply appreciative of this 
opportunity to come before you. 

As I sit down to make this little talk, I should like first of all to 
congratulate you and the committee on your work in this field. I 
think it is something which has been of great benefit to people to whom 
the Federal Government has some sort of moral obligation. I wish 
to congratulate you upon it, particularly the chairman. 

I wish also to take this opportunity to congratulate the Office of 
Education, and specifically Mr. Lillywhite, for his sympathetic and 
painstaking effort to be fair at all times and to administer this law as 
properly as it possibly can be done. 

I might also add another remark, as I get into my little statement 
here, and that is with regard to the Indian education. This is not the 
primary reason I am here today, but, as you know, I have introduced 
a bill on that subject and have previously had the privilege of testify- 
ing on that subject before you on the bill which I have introduced. 

I would like to follow up what has already been said by others here. 
that I think Indian education is a field in which we have not done 
what we should do, and I hope this committee can bring out something 
in that field, whatever it may be, whether it be my bill or the amend- 
ment which has already been offered here today, or whatever you can 
do. I do think that is a field in which there is a moral obligation on 
the Federal Government which is not being achieved. 
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Recently this committee has been devoting much time to the con- 
sideration of the subject of general Federal aid to education proposals. 
It would be a tragedy if in our concern for such general assistance we 
should neglect programs like those of Public Laws 815 and 874, which 
carry out a moral obligation of the Federal Government to assist 
localities with their education programs. These programs carry out 
a moral obligation arising out of Federal defense activities and their 
effect of removing property from local tax rolls and bringing an influx 
of children to be educated. v4s4 

I am wholeheartedly in favor of H. R. 850, the bill to eliminate the 
3-percent absorption clause, introduced by our friend and able col- 
league, Mr. Thornberry, and also favor the extension of Public Law 
874 and elimination of the 3-percent absorption clause as provided by 
the bill of Congressman Hays. 

To explain the hardship which this 3 percent absorption clause 
threatens for Duval County schools, the major city of which is Jack- 
sonville, and which I represent here in Congress, I should like to 
quote from a letter which I received several months ago from Mrs. 
Iva T. Sprinkle, our county superintendent of public instruction: 

Unlike many of the other States, Florida operates its school system on a 
countywide basis, whereas other States operate their schools on an individual 
district basis. The Florida system tends to penalize us due to the fact that the 
3 percent absorption is applied against total average daily attendance, while at 
the same time the majority of our federally connected pupils are in a localized 
area near military or naval installations. If the 3 percent absorption could 
be applied to this localized area, the loss in funds would not be nearly as great. 

We have a copy of a tabulation prepared by the State department of educa- 
tion which shows Duval County’s estimated entitlement to be $333,605.07. Under 
the revised law Duval County schools will lose $177,438.10. Our schools are 
already understaffed and underfinanced. 

Of the approximately 60,000 pupils enrolled in the Duval County 
schools, about 10 percent of this group either live on Federal property 
or have a parent working on Federal property. It can readily be seen 
that there are very acute problems which have resulted from this heavy 
Federal impact. 

I may say that the other county within the district which I repre- 
sent is even more seriously affected. That is Clay County. I do not 
have the figures for it, but its problem is much more acute because it 
is a very small rural county in which thousands of school students 
have been placed, and in which there was not sufficient tax money even 
before to run the schools, plus having this large military installation, 
plus having another large military installation which has no Federal 
personnel on it, which is taken off the tax rolls and is in a standby 
condition. So although I point out this situation with regard to my 
home county, Duval, the situation in the adjoining county, Clay 
County, which I also have the privilege to represent, is actually much 
more acute than in Duval County, percentagewise, at least. 

I would deeply appreciate it if this committee would look with 
favor on legislation which would eliminate the 3-percent absorption 
clause and restore the original provisions on this legislation. Or, if 
that cannot be done, I urge that legislation be approved which would 
localize the absorption as outlined above. 

Thank you very much for giving me this privilege of testifying 
here today. 
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Mr. Battey. Mr. Bennett, the provision affecting the percentage 
absorption works to the disadvantage of the larger school districts, 
particularly where you have had consolidation on a countywide basis. 
There, with the heavy enrollment, you could not justify it on a percen- 
tage basis as you could in the smaller districts. So the States which 
operate countywide systems, and in the case of other districts where 
they have the consolidation of several districts, are the ones which are 
being hurt under the present law. That is true of Duval County and 
Clay County, in your district. 

Mr. Bennett. Yes, sir. It is particularly true of Duval County. 
These counties have different types of problems. Duval County is the 
problem you have just analyzed. Clay County is probably one of the 
best examples of why this general legislation should be passed because 
of its small population, the large influx of people who do not spend 
most of their income in that county but go elsewhere to spend it, and 
the tremendous amount of acreage—I would say probably close to 
100,000 acres—taken out for military installations, one of which, the 
largest of which, does not even have a single military personnel upon 
it. It isan empty space saved asa standby camp. 

Mr. Battery. One of the Federal installations is active ¢ 

Mr. Bennetr. One is active, and the other is inactive. The Navy 
installation is active. That is the Naval Reserve Fleet. It is a reserve 
fieet where they mothball all these big vessels of one type or another, 
The other is an Army installation which is a standby camp, and there 
is no foreseeable use for it unless we have an unfortunate interna- 
tional incident. 

I thank you very much. 

Mr. Ruopes. I wish to compliment my good friend from Florida on 
his very fine statement. 

Mr. Bennett, I wonder if your problem is not one which should be 
considered by the Legislature of Florida as to the effect their par- 
ticular school system is having on the amount of Federal entitlements 
under this program. In other words, can we here in the House legis- 
late in such a manner as to take cognizance of a situation which is 
within the control and purview and powers of the State legislature 
to correct. 

Mr. Bennett. Perhaps they could correct it, Mr. Rhodes, but I am 
only representing my constituents here in Congress. I used to have 
a seat in the State legislature, but I have now no authority to speak 
for them. 

Mr. Ruopes. I am sure the gentleman has a great amount of in- 
fluence, though. 

Mr. Bennett. I wish that were so. 

Mr. Batrey. Will the gentleman from Arizona yield to the Chair? 

Mr. Ruopes. I am happy to. 

Mr. Barrer. I hope the gentleman is not suggesting that Congress 
do something which would interfere with the consolidation of these 
school districts, because three-fourths of our present headache here is 
due to the fact that we have too many school districts now. I cer- 
tainly would not want to do anything which would break down a state- 
wide, county-unit system of schools. We have it in West Virginia. 
and would not think of giving it up. 
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Mr. Bennett. I may say it is my impression that the present school 
system in Florida is a good school system, and I have not exerted any 
pressure on the State legislature to change it. Actually, I do not con- 
sider that I am enough master of the subject at the present time to give 
any advice on the subject to them at all. At this time I am merely 
representing to you what the school systems of Florida have asked 
ie to present to you, which I think to be sound. 

It may be there is some other course open, but I myself do not know 
that other course, and I do not have the background information. My 
own impression, just as the chairman has stated, is that it would be 
a backward step to go to the small school districts of 50 years ago, as 
we used to have in Florida, and to abandon the county school system, 
which I think has been a very fine step forward. That is my offhand 
impression, but I am really not an authority on that subject. 

Mr. Ruopes. I agree with the chairman and with the witness, too, as 
to the value of the consolidation of schools. The only point I was try- 
ing to make, I am trying to understand how we can best correct the sit- 
uation which you have in mind and still go ahead and encourage the 
consolidation of schools and not penalize the people who are consoli- 
dating them. Do you have a bill in? 

Mr. Bennetr. The Thornberry bill, which I testified for, is on all 
fours on this, That is H. R. 850, It does exactly what I am asking you 
to do here today, and I understand—TI have never been able to under- 
stand, but because of advice given to me, not because of my own read- 
ing of the bill—that the Brooks Hays bill would accomplish the same 
objective. I have not been able to find it in that bill, but I am told by 
authorities that it is in the bill. 

T do know that that is all the Thornberry bill does, which is H. R. 
850. So unless it is clearly in the Hays bill, I would suggest the lan- 
guage of the Thornberry bill be consolidated in some way with the 
Brooks Hays bill. 

Mr. Ruopes. Of course, this was an emergency program when it was 
set up and, as you have stated, in this committee we are now trying to 
figure out some ways and means of getting a program which is a long- 
term program and not necessarily an emergency one. 

Personally, Mr. Chairman, I would be very careful about striking 
out the 3 percent absorption clause or anything which might lend per- 
manence to this particular type of program. I think there must come 
a time when any school district must face up to its responsibilities at 
a time when the Federal impact will have ended and the school dis- 
trict should by then have come into the means of taking care of its own 
situation. 

I think the best way to legislate in this field is to do it on a more or 
less permanent basis, taking into account the overall needs of the school 
districts of the Nation rather than just those upon which there has 
been some Federal impact in the past. 

Mr. Bennett. I think there are three major fields where there is a 
strong moral obligation on the part of the Federal Government which 
far transcends any other obligation the Federal Government has in 
the field of education, and ices three are: Indians, Negroes, and 
people who come in this impact area program. I think it would be a 
great tragedy if this country should enact a broad Federal aid-to-edu- 
cation program which minimized the realization of responsibilities 
in these three fields, which I think are Federal responsibilities. 
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Let me make one concluding sentence: I think these are first respon- 
sibilities of the Government. I do not thing the Federal Government 
has a primary responsibility in a general Federal aid-to-education 
program, but I think it does have in these three fields. If you do not 
take care of these 3 fields properly, I think it would be a real tragedy 
if these 3 fields were overlooked in any general program of Federal 
aid to education in which the Federal Government is not primarily in- 
volved. 

Mr. Ruoprs. Will you agree with me that sometime the Federal 
responsibility will end and that the community should then have ab- 
sorbed the impact and gone on from there ? 

Mr. Bennett. I wish that I could foresee that, but just take Clay 
County to which I referred. It was a very small county. It has ex- 
isted, I presume, over a century, a long, long time. It is a very old 
county, a very small county. It has not grown rapidly until this mili- 
tary impact came there. 

Most of its growth has come from the military. It has not only 
experienced a military growth, but it also has experienced a tremen- 
dous attrition in acreage which it can tax to support its schools. As 
a result of the military or as a result of some other thing which may 
happen to that county, that county may experience a normal large 
growth, but I see no indication that that county is growing in any 
such way. 

My home county, Duval County, is a very large county, with three 
or four, maybe five hundred thousand people in it. It could readily 
absorb the whole situation. It could absorb it very well. I am not 
so sure it would be fair to let Clay County get a large contribution and 
not let Duval County get any, but that small county had a very small 
population and a tremendous military installation came into it, and 
somebody is going to have to take care of those people. Somebody is 
going to have to take care of those children. 

I understand there was one such district where there were only 200 
or 300 people in the whole area, and thousands of military people came 
in. Ido not know that we can sit here and say that withina decade or 
two decades that is going to come to an end. I would like to say it is 
coming to an end. 

But I am saying that as long as this type of thing exists such as exists 
in Clay County or in the other county to which I referred, which has 
a small normal population, as long as that situation exists, I think there 
is a real Federal responsibility which is a primary type of responsi- 
bility, and not like the question of giving grants-in-aid to schools 
throughout the country, where States are thoroughly able to take care 
of their school situation but just do not do it. They are in two en- 
tirely different situations. One is a problem created by the Federal 
Government. The other is the problem that some States do not have 
enough money, but the great majority of them do have enough money 
and do not have anywhere near the State indebtedness that the Na- 
tional Government has, and are not fulfilling their responsibilities, 

It is one thing to bolster up a State program, such as a general Fed- 
eral aid-to-education program. It is entirely another thing to meet 
a Federal impact problem, such as is involved in this type of program, 
such as is involved in the Indian situation, and, in my own personal 
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opinion, is also involved in the Negro problem. I have testified for 
such a bill in the past before this committee. 

Mr. Batter. Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Mr. Bennetr. Thank you very much, gentlemen. 

Mr. Batmxy. Thank you, Mr. Bennett. 

(The following letter, pursuant to the direction of the chairman, 
is made a part of the record :) 


CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES, 
House oF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, D. 0., June 30, 1955. 
Hon. CLEVELAND M. BaInry, 
Chairman, Education Subcommittee, Committee on Hducation and Labor, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 


Dear Mr. CHArRMAN. When I testified on June 20 in favor of H. R. 850, Mr. 
Thornberry’s bill to eliminate the 3-percent absorption clause, I had not re- 
ceived a recent statement from local school officials in my district on this matter. 
I have now received a letter from Mrs. Iva T. Sprinkle, superintendent of public 
instruction, which I am transmitting to you herewith. I will deeply appreciate 
your incorporating Mrs. Sprinkle’s statement in your record of those hearings. 

I am now advised that the Study Committee on Federal Responsibility in the 
Field of Education of the Commission on Intergovernmental Relations has 
recommended elimination of the 3-percent absorption clause as shown by excerpt 
from their report enclosed. I will appreciate your consideration of Mrs. Sprin- 
kle’s statement and the excerpts from the Study Committee’s report in connec- 
tion with H. R. 850. 

Thanking you and with kindest regards, I am 

Sincerely, 
CHARLES PE. BENNETT, 
Member of Congress. 


(The letter referred to is as follows:) 


BoArp or Pustic INSTRUCTION, 
Jacksonville, Fla., June 29, 1955. 
Congressman CHARLES E. BENNETT, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. OC. 


Deak Mr. BENNETT: We appreciate the opportunity of submitting information 
supporting the elimination of the 3-percent absorption clause as provided in 
Congressman Thornberry’s House Resolution 850. 

As you know, our school system operates on a countywide basis, an area of over 
800 square miles. In this area are included the United States Naval Air Station, 
United States Naval Auxiliary Air Station, Mayport; United States Engineers 
at 575 Riverside Avenue, United States Naval Reserve Training Center, 1453 
Morse Street, and the many Government services in the United States post office 
and courthouse. 1954-55 enrollment records showed over 6,000 pupils whose 
parents are connected with the above-listed services. This number represents 
almost 10 percent of the entire student enrollment in Duval County. Since 1947 
school attendance has increased over 60 percent. This rapid growth has created 
many complex problems. The major problem, of course, has been that of finance. 

We hope that Congress will give favorable consideration to the elimination 
of the 3-percent absorption clause to Public Law 874. A continuation of this 
absorption feature would cause the School Board of Duval County to lose 
approximately $194,000 during 1955-56. The elimination of this section would 
entitle Duval County to approximately $340,000 during 1955-56. We are striving 
to operate schools which will be a credit to our county, State, and Nation; how- 
ever, unless we can receive the funds we are entitled to under the maximum 
benefits as originally provided under Public Law 874, it will be extremely diffi- 
cult to keep our school system abreast with other systems due to continuing 
increased costs and growth in attendance. 

We are grateful to Po for this opportunity to state our position in this matter. 
We appreciate your offer to file this information with the committee hearing this 
proposal. Please let me know if any additional information is needed. 

Sincerely yours, 


64315—55——3 


Iva T. Sprrinxkiz, Superintendent. 
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STATEMENT ON PaGE 30, REPORT OF THE STUDY COMMITTEE ON FEDERAL RESPON- 
SIBILITY IN THE FIELD OF EDUCATION 


The program of Federal grants to local educational agencies for school opera- 
tion and maintenance in federally affected areas should be: 

Increased.—(1) The present absorption provisions are too tight to permit the 
Federal Government to carry out its full obligation to the federally affected 
school districts; (2) failure to appropriate up to the full amount of entitlements 
in the past has been a breach of faith by the Federal Government in relation to 
the affected school districts. 

Continued on the present basis, making the existing laws permanent.—The Fed- 
eral obligation is a continuing one, varying in degree only. It would be in the 
interest of both the Federal Government and the affected school districts to have 
permanent legislation in this field to provide a basis for effective budgetary 
planning. 

Continued with technical changes.—(1) Eliminate 3-percent absorption clause 
(the effective date of this clause has already been postponed by a 1954 amend- 
ment); * * * 


CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES, 
HovusE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, D. C., June 29, 1955. 
COMMITTEE ON EDUCATION AND LABOR, 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington 25, D. 0. 


GENTLEMEN : I enclose herein some material from Mr. 8. Bryan Jennings, who 
is an outstanding citizen of Middleburg, Fla. This material suggests the idea of 
encouraging the establishment of schools on a year-round basis in such a way that 
the maximum use of the school buildings will be obtained and yet adequate 
vacation time would be made available for the youngsters. It seems to me that 
economies could be brought about by more efficient use of school buildings and 
schoolteaching personnel as a result of some of the suggestions which Mr. Jen- 
nings has made. I will appreciate your considering this material and also will 
appreciate any advice you may give me as to prospects of bringing about these 
reforms, and any advice that you can give me as to what can be done to forward 
these ideas. 

With kindest regards, I am 

Sincerely, 
CHARLES E. BENNETT, M. C. 


(The letter referred to is as follows:) 


Mrppiesure, Fxa., April 18,1955. 
To the Members of the Florida Legislature: 

I read recently an article appearing in one of the Jacksonville papers on 
“The year-around school.” In the early 30’s I discussed this same idea with 
the president of the University of Florida who obtained some data for me 
from the United States Department of Education; and with the late Frank 
W. Brown, who gathered information regarding bonds and financing. I wrote 
about this to Dave Sholtz, who was then Governor. (It was referred.) 

I believe that education is the keystone of the American way of life; in peace- 
time it is essential and in time of war it is fatal not to have it. It is big busi- 
ness, it is costly to the taxpayer and should be operated to get the maximum 
results from the taxpayers’ dollar. 

When our colleges were founded, they were, in the main, for the sons of men 
who wanted free time in the summer for farming or travel. So Harvard, Yale, 
Princeton, William and Mary, and others, had an 8- or 9-month session. Our 
public school system presumably followed this pattern and is on an 8- or 9-month 
basis with summer closing; there are of course some exceptions, such as our 
“strawberry schools.” I believe West Point, Annapolis, Culver and all business 
colleges are on a year-round basis. 

I realize considerably study and research will be necessary to perfect details. 
My idea would be this—in the large schools where there are over 120 pupils to 
the grade, each grade should be divided into 4 groups, A, B, C, and D—both 
teachers and students—thus; January to March, A, B, and C; April to June, 
B, C, and D; July to September, C, D, and A; October to December, D, A, and B. 

There should be 2 weeks’ vacation in the winter and 2 in the summer. Pos- 
sibly the last week in December and first week in January, and the last week 
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in June and first week in July. All children from one family should be in the 
same letter group. This plan would mean that instead of all the students and 
teachers trying to crowd into the classrooms at the same time, one-fourth of 
these would be on vacation at all times. You would need one-fourth less busses, 
one-fourth less additiona! structures. Savings on buildings would run into the 
millions, thus releasing funds for operation. For the summer months present 
classrooms could be airconditioned at a fraction of the cost of additional new 
ones. In the southern part of the State local high school students might find 
a real opportunity in going to the summer session and working during the 
height of the tourist season—might help toward a college education, also leaving 
room for children of winter residents. 

By putting this system into effect, we might be able to cope with the enormous 
growth in Florida schools. I don’t know whether additional laws are necessary 
to bring this about or just a more efficient operation of the equipment we already 
have. During the school session our buildings are too crowded to be efficient 
and during the summer they are depreciating monuments to wasteful utiliza- 
tion. 

May I suggest that as this is purely a housing proposition—_the year-around 
use of school buildings—that a committee of four representing the real estate 
board, the chamber of commerce, the bankers association, and the State, super- 
intendents association, be appointed, without salary, to meet immediately and 
study particularly— 

1. The interest saving. 

2. The tax saving. 

3. Whether additional legislation is needed. 

4, The feasibility of a modified plan for smaller schools using grades 
instead of classes. 

The estimated millions saved would assure us of a school system not only 
among the best, but the top school system in the country. 

Yours truly, 


8S. Bryan JENNINGS. 


AN ACT Providing for the investigation of ~ of publ of 12 months’ operation of the 


public schools of Florida, and permitting board of public instruction to operate any or 
all schools in their respective county on a 12 months Pechetule 


Whereas there is currently a great shortage of school classrooms in Florida 
for the proper instruction of students ; and 

Whereas due to the rapid increase in the population of our State this shortage 
will grow more acute each year for the next several years ; and 

Whereas it is being proposed that $15 million be immediately appropriated 
from the State treasury on a matching funds basis for construction of county 
schools, and large appropriations are being proposed for construction of addi- 
tional facilities at the institutions of higher learning; and 

Whereas it has been estimated that the expenditure of approximately $300 mil- 
lion will be necessary for the construction of new school buildings over a period 
of 5 years in order to meet the needs of our growing population; and 

Whereas it is perfectly logical that approximately 25 percent of the school 
plant costs could be saved by 12 months’ operation of our schools, which would 
make more funds available for teachers’ salaries and other necessary expenses ; 
and 

Whereas the cost of education is the greatest item in our total cost of govern- 
ment, making it mandatory that our schools be operated on a high standard of 
efficiency ; and 

Whereas with present modern equipment classrooms could be air conditioned 
for greater comfort and efficiency for students and teachers at a cost of a few 
hundred dollars in comparison to an estimated cost of $20,000 per classroom for 
new construction ; and 

Whereas by operating schools in four 3-month semesters students and 
teachers would still have 3 months’ vacation every year, or teachers who desire to 
to work the full year could thereby increase their earnings without increasing 
the instructional cost per pupil; and 

Whereas apparently the only reason for the present system of 9 months’ opera- 
tion is the fact that the schools have continued to follow an outmoded custom 
set in colonial days when the Nation was almost wholly agricultural and schools 
were not operated in the summer months for the reason that the mature stu- 
dents were needed in that period for farmwork and small children could not 
attend school under pioneer conditions without the more mature students or 
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their parents to accompany them on the long trip to and from ihe school build- 
ings which, in most cases were many miles away; and 

Whereas it seems logical that many of our schools could operate on a 12- 
month schedule to the mutual advantage of students, teachers, and the tax- 
payers: Therefore, 

Be it enacted by the Legislature of the State of Florida: 

Section 1. The board of public instructions, the school trustees, and superin- 
tendents of public instruction of-each and every county in the State of Florida 
shall meet in joint session on or before July 1, 1955, for the purpose of develop- 
ing plans for a thorough and complete study and investigation of the feasibility 
of operating the public schools on a full 12-month schedule beginning with 
the fall term of the 1955-56 school year, and shall file a full and complete report 
of their study and conclusions with the State superintendent of public instruc- 
tion on or before September 1, 1955. 

Sec. 2. The board of public instructions of each and every county in the State 
of Florida are hereby specifically authorized in their discretion to operate any 
or all of the schools within their respective county on a full 12-month 
schedule beginning with the fall term of the 1955-56 school year, but no student 
shall be required to attend more than three 3-month semesters and no 
teacher shall be required to teach more than three 3-month semesters, in 
any school year: Provided, however, That teachers who voluntarily teach the 
full four 3-month semesters shall be paid proportionately for the additional 
3-month semester. 

Sec. 3. This act shall take effect immediately upon its becoming a law. 


(The newspaper article entitled “All- Year School Idea” was filed 
but is not printed.) 
Mr. Barry. Mr. Quigley, of Pennsylvania. 


STATEMENT OF HON. JAMES M. QUIGLEY, A REPRESENTATIVE 
IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF PENNSYLVANIA 


Mr. Quierry. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, for the 
record, I am James M. Quigley, Congressman from the 19th District 
of Pennsylvania. 

I appreciate the opportunity to supers here rch this morning. 

Mr. Barter. May the Chair make the observation that you are Presi- 


dent Eisenhower’s Snes. 

Mr. Quieter. The Chair may make it, because it seems to be made 
generally wherever I go these days. 

I am here today specifically to testify in favor of H. R. 4101, which 
was a bill introduced by me, and which is a bill which is identical in 
wording and purpose with the bill referred to earlier of Mr. Wain- 
wright, and the bill referred to earlier of Mr. Hyde. 

is bill would amend section 304 of Public Law 815 of the 81st 
Congress, and it would amend it by adding the following new sentence : 

Notwithstanding the preceding provisions of this section, the Federal share of 
the cost of any such project for which payments are made on the basis of the 
application filed on or before November 24, 1953, shall be determined without 
regard to any school construction contract entered into after that date. 

Mr. Chairman, the problem, of course, as I assume the committee 
is generally familiar with, is this: It arose from the fact that in 1953 
Congress did not appropriate sufficient money to take care of the 
Federal impact situation. Faced with that problem, the Department 
of Health, Raecation and Welfare properly set up a priority system. 
They attempted to take care of the worst situations first, the Carlisle 
School District, which is in my district, and which was in desperate 
need of a new and enlarged high school to take care of its own particu- 
lar needs, and also to take care of the adjoining townships and one 
borough, Mount Holly, which now make up the joint Carlisle School 





SCHOOL DISTRICTS AFFECTED BY FEDERAL ACTIVITIES 33 


District, and also to take care of the tremendous number of students 
which were coming to the school system from the Carlisle Barracks, 
which is the location of the Army War College. 

‘arlisle School District made application for Federal funds. They 
filed it promptly and properly about a month before the November 24, 
1953, deadline. Their application was properly considered, and they 
were allotted a preteg They were put on the list prepared by the 
Department, and their application was approved. 

Mr. Barter. Were they advised in this allotment how much money 
they would receive ? 

Mr. Quietry. Yes, they were advised at that time that they were en- 
titled to $279,110. That would be their share coming from the Fed- 
eral Government. 

The deadline of November 24, 1953, was set. On the assumption 
that Federal funds would be forthcoming and because they were in 
need of the school as soon as they could get it or sooner, Carlisle pro- 
ceeded to let the contract for the school. 

Subsequently, in 1954, Congress passed an additional appropriation 
and made further moneys available to aid the program. It would have 
seemed to me, and I think to most members of the committee, that the 
normal, natural way would have been for the Department to go ahead 
and pick up all the pending applications and to take any new ones 
which were presented subsequent to the original deadline. 

Mr. Batixy. If you will permit me to interrupt you, the impression 
in my mind was that we made that additional or saeieniae appro- 
priation in order to carry out those allotments. 

Mr. Quictry. Whatever the intention or the impression was, the 
Department, on the basis of the new 1954 appropriation, set a new 
deadline of June 30, 1954, but. in setting forth the new deadline they 
interpreted the statute as requiring them to exclude from any consid- 
eration and from any allotment of funds those school districts which 
had, between November 24, 1953, the first deadline, and June 30, 1954, 
the new deadline, any school districts which had in that interim period 
let out their construction contracts, which of course Carlisle School 
District had done. Of course they were then told that on the basis of 
the situation previously, they were to be entitled to $279,000, but they 
are now entitled to nothing in the way of Federal funds. 

That is the situation which prompted my particular bill. It was 
brought to my attention shortly after my election last November. 

I looked into the matter and discovered that there are, in my opinion, 
a total of 27 other school districts throughout the country located in 14 
different States which find themselves in a comparable situation with 
the Carlisle Joint School District. TI have a list of the schools which 
were previously given approval, such as Carlisle was, and then went 
ahead and let their contract, and then were told that on the basis of 
that action of letting the contract they were now on the outside look- 
ing in. 

Mr. Bartry. Do you desire to have that included in the record? 

Mr. Quieter. I would like to have that inserted in the record for 
the information of the committee. 

Mr. Batter. If there is no objection, it will be included at this point 
in the record, 





SCHOOL DISTRICTS AFFECTED BY FEDERAL ACTIVITIES 


(The article referred to follows:) 
[Article from the Congressional Record, February 8, 1955] 
ScHooL Arp 


Extension of remarks of Hon, James M. Quigley of Pennsylvania in the House of 
Representatives Tuesday, February 8, 1955 


Mr. QuieLey. Mr. Speaker, under leave to revise and extend my remarks, I 
include a letter and tabulation from the United States Office of Education rela- 
tive to the plight of the public schools in Carlisle, Pa., and other places. 

I invite the attention of my colleagues, and particularly those colleagues who 
are members of the Committee on Education and Labor and the Appropriations 
Subcommittee dealing with the Office of Education, to this problem. 

I hope, Mr. Speaker, that the Congress will amend the so-called Federal im- 
pact program so that Carlisle and these other school districts may receive the 
aid to which they are entitled. 


(The letter referred to is as follows :) 


DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, EpUCATION, AND WELFARE, 
OFFICE OF EDUCATION, 
Washington, D. C., February 4, 1955. 
Hon. JAMES M. QUIGLEY, 
House of Representatives. 


DEAR CONGRESSMAN QUIGLEY: This is in reference to your letter of February 3, 
1955, requesting a list of the school districts which did not receive the maximum 
payment computed for them under Public Law 815, as amended by Public Law 
246, because the school districts let contracts to construct school facilities between 
November 24, 1953, the first cutoff date for receipt of applications, and the final 
cutoff date of June 30, 1954. 

You will note that a total of 27 school districts in 14 States failed to receive 
$5,945,109, because the school districts let contracts for construction of school 
facilities with local funds between the two cutoff dates. Of the total of 27 school 
districts listed, 18 had received no allotment under Public Law 815, and the 
other 9 had received part of their maximum payment. 3 

These situations occur because of the following circumstances: Public Law 
815, provides that the Office of Education shall compute a maximum payment for 
a school district based on the number of eligible federally connected children 
in each category times the rate. The maximum amount a school district may 
receive is the cost of constructing minimum school facilities for the unhoused 
children, but not to exceed the amount of the maximum payment. The act 
also provides that when the Commissioner of Education determines that the 
funds that will be available for any fiscal year will not be sufficient to meet all 
of the requests on file he shall set a cutoff date or dates for receipt of applica- 
tions to participate in any funds that may be available for that fiscal year. The 
act further provides that any contracts entered into by the school district for 
construction of school facilities as of the cutoff date or dates shall be counted 
as capacity available in determining the number of unhoused schoolchildren 
in the district. 

A total of $70 million was appropriated for the 1954 fiscal year for this 
program, and the Commissioner of Education believing that this would not be 
enough to approve all eligible applications on file, set a cutoff date as of November 
24, 1953, for receipt of applications to participate in that $70 million. A second 
and final cutoff date was established as of June 30, 1954. A number of school 
districts that had not submitted applications by the first cutoff date did submit 
applications by the second date. The funds available during the 1954 fiscal year 
were sufficient to make allotments to those school districts that had a priority 
index of a little over 20. Those school districts that did not receive allotments 
from the first appropriation were considered together with the new applicants 
in determining the priority as of the second cutoff date of June 30, 1954. This 
June 30, 1954 date was used in counting contracts let for construction of school 
facilities to determine the number of unhoused children for this group of new 
applicants and for the applicants that submitted applications by the first cutoff 
date, but were not high enough on the priority list to receive funds. 

The school districts listed on the enclosure all had submitted applications by 
the first cutoff date and had a maximum Federal allowance as shown in column 
2. None of these school districts received funds under the first appropriation 
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and the contracts which they let to construct school facilities with State and 
local funds between the first cutoff date of November 24, 1953, and the second 
cut-off date of June 30, 1954, reduced the maximum Federal allowance by the 
amount shown in column 4. 
If there is any further information you desire regarding this matter please 
feel free to call on us. 
Sincerely yours, 
B. AtpEN LILLYWHITE, 
Associate Director for Federally Affected Areas. 


List of applicants under Public Law 815, as amended by sec. 246, who lost Fed- 
eral funds because contracts for the construction of school faciilties were let 
after Nov. 24, 1958, and on or before June 30, 1954 





Maximum Federal 
Applicant Federal funds re- 
allowance 


| Loss in Fed- 
| eral allow- 
served ance 
| 
| 


(1) (2) (3) 





| 
CALIFORNIA | 
. Monterey City School District ‘ $810, 144 
. Mojave Unified School District ‘ sed ceeiiiliald 
. Chula Vista Citv School District 

. San Diego Unified Schoo] District 

. Arcada Elementary School District 

. Torrance Unified School District 

. Alamitos Elementary Schoo] District 

. Manhattan Beach City Shool District 
. Escondido Union School ‘District 


yi, ee eee 











COLORADO 
. School District No. 50, Adams County 
CONNECTICUT 
y ewe Ce Boutningeen. sia eo es ny ehh 127, 160 127, 160 
FLORIDA 
7. Special tax district No. 1, Okaloosa County 464, 085 97, 167, 085 


MARYLAND 


Ores eS 


4. Montgomery County Board of Education ; 3, 195, 390 1, 173, 390 


- 
‘ 


MICHIGAN 
419. Brownstown Graded School District No. 11F d 2, 700 2, 700 


@ 


MONTANA 


. School district No. 52, Stillwater County 15, 370 15, 370 





NEW YORE 


. Union Free School District, No. 3, town of Hempstead - - 1,111,120 426, 120 
. Union Free School District, No. 22, towns of Oyster Bay 

and Babylon 339, 120 339, 120 
. Union Free School District, No. 23, Massapequa 309, 


’ 309, 





1, 759, 840 1,074, 840 











. Strongsville Village School District 23, 400 
PENNSYLVANIA 
. Carlisle School District 275 | 279, 110 


RHODE ISLAND 





. Town of Jamestown 











36 SCHOOL DISTRICTS AFFECTED BY FEDERAL ACTIVITIES 


List of applicants under Public Law 815, as amended by sec, 246, who lost Fed- 
eral funds because contracts for the construction of school facilities were let 
after Nov. 24, 1958, and on or before June 30, 1954—Continued 





Maximum Federal 
Applicant Federal funds re- 
allowance served 


168) . (2) 





TEXAS 


21. Kingsville Independent School Dieuiet 
22. Birdville Independent School D 
401. A. and M. Consolidated Sadajamaunt School District_- 





WASHINGTON 
401. Quincy School District, No. 144 








203. City of Baraboo 
. 402. Joint school district No. 3, village of Paynette, towns of | 
Arlington, Lowville. ie and Dekorra | 

















Mr. Upaty. What is the total amount involved ? 

Mr. Quie.try. The total amount involved in the 27 school districts 
is $5,945,109. I am sorry that Mr. Wainright is not here because, as 
I heard his statement when he was commenting on Mr. Hyde’s pre- 
pared testimony, I think he indicated that there were 81 school dis- 
tricts throughout the country, affecting 35 congressional districts, 
which were affected in this manner. I am curious as to his figures and 
his statistics, because the information I have been able to gather indi- 
cates it is limited to 27 school districts in 14 different States. Whether 
my smaller figures or his larger figures are correct, you can see that 
there are a certain number of districts which are in this peculiar posi- 
ra caught in the squeeze which the Carlisle School District finds 
itself in. 

For these reasons, I would urge the a either to approve my 
bill or Mr. Wainright’s bill or Mr. Hyde’s bill, or if it is to come up 
with id sort of omnibus bill, that this particular matter be taken 
care 0 

I am advised that the Department of Health, Education, and Wel- 
fare was considering setting a new deadline for the current fiscal year. 
It is my understa ading that several of the school districts which were 
in much the same piatlion Carlisle was back in 1953 and early 1954, 
had assumed that the deadline that the Department would set this 
year would be the same as it was last year—in other words, December 
of 1954—just as they had picked November of 1953. 

I was then informed that there was some indication that the De- 
partment was thinking of setting the deadline as of March 15 of this 
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ear. However, I have checked with the Department before coming 
lore this morning, and the indications are that they have not as yet 
set any deadline for the present fiscal year. Apparently they are 
holding off, trying to see if the intention and the purpose of Congress 
is clear. 

I make this comment because I am advised that there are other 
measures introduced, I believe one by Congressman Miller from Mary- 
land, one by Senator Butler from Maryland. While I am not familiar 
with the general language of either of those bills, I understand that 
they are attempting to solve this problem once and for all, not merely 
to correct the situation which arose in the 1953-54 administration of 
the Act, but to attempt to solve it for this year, last year, next year 
and any future years. 

I am not familiar with those bills. If they accomplish what they 
purport to accomplish, I certainly would favor them and would sug- 
gest that the committee might look into it and see if they can come 
up with a once and for all final answer to this particular problem 
and not have to face it each year. 

Mr. Battery. The witness will recall that earlier this morning I 
inserted in detail a communication from Congressman Miller with an 
attached letter from Senator Butler, outlining those bills. I handed 
that to the reporter to be included in the record. 

Mr. Quieter. If either of those bills will accomplish that purpose, 
1 certainly would testify to and endorse their passage. If they will 
not, or if for some reason or other the committee would not see fit 
to attack the problem in that way, I would seriously urge the commit- 
tee that at the very minimum they adopt the provision which is con- 
tained in my bill or Mr. Wainwright’s bill. 

I have present with me two represenatives from my district. One 
is Col. John P. Richter, a retired colonel from the Army Air Corps, 
who is treasurer of the School Board of Dickinson Township, and 
also a member of the Carlisle area joint school system. 

I heard the interesting testimony given here when Mr. Bennett was 
testifying, and I would note for the record that Pennsylvania still 
operates under the small, individual township and borough school 

istrict system rather than under the countywide approach. 

I would also point out that the inevitable tendency, the evolution 
toward larger districts, is in operation and is being carried out. It 
is being carried out very rapidly through means of so-called joint 
school systems, whereas in this instance the borough of Carlisle and 
the borough of Mt. Holly and the township of Dickinson and the 
township of North Middleton get together and combine their efforts 
to build a high school. 

That tendency toward joinder is very prevalent in the school dis- 
tricts of Pennsylvania today. I will take this opportunity to say 
that the effect of the 3 percent absorption on this particular joint 
system becomes much greater than it was when it was limited merely 
to the school system made up of the borough of Carlisle, because you 
start taking 3 percent of a larger figures, and of course that requires 
them to absorb that many more pupils from the Carlisle War College. 

That is just in passing, to point out that this is one of the districts 
which is being affected adversely by the absorption formula. 
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I point out that I have present with me Colonel Richter, and also 
Davis L. Swartz, who is superintendent of the school system in 
Carlisle. Both of these gentlemen are present. If any members of 
the commitee have any questions about details as to what they did 
or did not do, I am sure they would be happy to answer them. 

Whether the committee members have any questions or not, I would 
like to insert in the record as part of my testimony a letter from 
Colonel Richter and a letter from Mr. Swartz in which they set forth 
their particular views on this problem as it affects Carlisle. 

Mr. Battery. Without objection, the letters will be included in the 
testimony, and the Chair notes the presence of those two gentlemen 
accompanying the Congressman. 

I think they understand there are several problems involved in re- 
writing those two pieces of legislation, and it will be an omnibus bill. 
We are hopeful that something might be done to benefit your situation. 

Mr. Quieter. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

(The letters referred to follow :) 


CARLISLE PuBLIC SCHOOLS, 
Carlisle, Pa., June 17, 1955. 
Hon. JAMES M. QUIGLEY, 
House Office Building, 
Washington, D. C. 


DEAR CONGRESSMAN QuIGLEY: The Carlisle area school system consists of four 
school] districts and also furnishes educational facilities for the elementary and 
secondary students of the United States Army installation at Carlisle Barracks. 
During all of the years that educational facilities have been furnished to the 
Army children not one penny in Federal aid for construction of school facilities 
has been made available to the Borough of Carlisle School District. 

The four districts making up our present school system or jointure are as fol- 
lows: 

(a) The borough of Carlisle which is a normal small town both financially and 
in a business sense. 

(b) The borough of Mount Holly Springs, which is a small country town and 
not too prosperous financially. 

(c) The township of North Middleton which is rapidly growing in population 
but is very poor economically at the present time. 

(d) The township of Dickinson which is a very poor country area and is re- 
quired to control its finances very rigidly. 

The number of students from Carlisle Barracks for which educational facili- 
ties are supplied and fer which no Federal construction aid is furnished exceed 
even the number of students from Mounty Holly Springs Borough and compare fa- 
vorably with the number of students attending school from our district. It there- 
fore seems terrifically unfair that financially poor and overburdened country 
School districts should be required to furnish educational facilities for pupils 
from other districts for which no recompense for construction is supplied. By 
other districts I mean the students from Army installations such as Carlisle 
Barracks. 

It is true that there are other school districts within Cumberland County to 
which students from Carlisle Barracks perhaps can go if such schools have the 
space available; however, the other school plants in the county are much farther 
from Carlisle Barracks then are the Carlisle schools. Also much consideration 
should be given to the educational facilities furnished by each school district. 
Within the Carlisle school system the best educational facilities and curricula for 
elementary and secondary education within the Commonwealth are supplied; 
whereas, within the other school systems mentioned above the facilities are very 
good but the curricula are somewhat limited. 

Another out would be to have the Federal Government construct, elementary 
and secondary school facilities upon the barracks property; however, such a 
project would possibly run close to $3 million and of necessity the curicula in 
such a layout would be very, very limited. Therefore, the nominal assistance to 
the Carlisle School District as has been requested would involve a minimum 
expenditure of Federal funds and furnish excellent educational facilities to all 





SCHOOL DISTRICTS AFFECTED BY FEDERAL ACTIVITIES 39 


of the students and create a very pleasant atmosphere between the residents of 
this area and Carlisle Barracks personnel. Many of the residents around this 
area can’t understand why we have to construct school facilities for the students 
from Carlisle Barracks and receive no Federal aid for doing so; whereas all of 
the taxpayers within the school system (other than Carlisle Barracks) have to 
pay their proportionate share of construction. Most people can’t understand why 
billions and mililons go for multitudinous projects in foreign lands and why the 
Federal Government is apparently so reluctant to aid in the construction of 
school facilities within the United States. 
Sincerely, 
Col. Joun P. Ricuter, USAF Retired, 
Treasurer, School Board of Dickinson Township, 
Member of the Carlisle Area Joint School System. 


CARLISLE PUBLIC SCHOOL, 
Carlisle, Pa., June 17, 1955 
Hon, JAMES M,. QUIGLEY, 
House Office Building, Washington, D. C. 


Dear Mr, Quictry: Reference is made to your telegram of June 16 concerning 
H. R. 4101. Carlisle School District was one of the 27 applicants under Public 
Law 815 which let a contract for school facilities after November 24, 1953, and 
before June 30, 1954. The contract was let by the Carlisle School Board after 
the school district had been notified that the district was eligible to receive a 
Federal grant of $279,100. Provision was made in the planning of the construc- 
tion of the building to house pupils from the Army War College with the under- 
standing that the Federal grant would take care of the additional cost necessi- 
tated by these extra pupils. It was more economical to include in our public 
school planning the necessary facilities for federally connected children than 
to require the War College to build a separate building for their own pupils. 
When the bond issue for the new school was established, bonds in the amount of 
$300,000 were made callable within the first 5 years in anticipation of the 
Federal grant for which the school district was eligible. 

Since our entitlement under Public Law 815 was included when funds were 
appropriated to take care of applications received prior to November 24, 1953, 
we feel it is grossly unfair to penalize our school district on the ground that 
the contract was let before the cutoff date June 30, 1954. In other words, that 
portion of the law which requires the Commissioner of Education to include 
facilities under construction in determining unhoused pupils is fallacious and’ 
should be corrected. If H. R. 4101 or similar legislation is not enacted into 
law, then our school district will suffer a financial loss that is grossly unfair to 
local taxpayers. 

Our school disrict has built additional classrooms to our elementary schools 
in order to take care of pupils from the Army War College and never received any 
Federal assistance for these elementary facilities. Our only application for 
Federal assistance was in connection with the new senior high school, and since 
we have been averaging over 300 federally connected pupils per year, we believe 
this to be a reasonable request that should be honored. 

I believe that the above arguments should be sufficient to convince any normal 
thinking individual that our school district is entitled to this Federal assistance. 
Our school board, citizens of this community, and officials of the Army War 
College feel very strongly about this matter. If Federal assistance is not re- 
ceived, it is quite possible that our school district may refuse to accept pupils from 
the Army War College, thus necessitating the construction of a school for the 
federally connected children of the area. 

Sincerely, 
Davin L. Swartz, 
Superintendent of Schools. 


Mr. Battery. Mr. Udall has a question. 

Mr. Upauy. I wish to commend my colleague for a very clear and 
forceful presentation of his problem. As I gather it from your de- 
scription of this particular case, the school board in effect is being 
penalized for taking the initiative and acting promptly; whereas if 
it had sat back and done nothing, it would have remained on the 
a « ey list. 

{r. Quietry. That is correct. 
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Mr. Upatu. That is the effect of the operation of the law. 

Mr. Quieiey. If they had withheld for 3 or 4 months entering into 
the construction contract, I would not be here today. They would 
have had no problem. Their money would have come to them as 
a routine affair. Merely because they went ahead and let the co»- 
tract and then were told subsequently that that was their fatal mis- 
take, by doing it they took themselves out from the provisions of the 
act as the Department interpreted it, that was the price they paid. 

Mr. Upatx. There was a determination of eligibility, a determina- 
tion of priority, and there was an entitlement. In other words, every- 
thing was done except getting the money in hand. 

Mr. Quieter. That is correct; yes. 

Mr. Upatu. The law operated in this instance to penalize a school 
board which was willing to go ahead and attempt to solve its own 
problems before the money was actually in its hands. 

Mr. Quicixry. That is an accurate statement of the situation. If 
they had done nothing, if they had held back, they would have no 
problem now. Tnateadt of that, they moved forward. 

Mr. Upauu. I should like to comment, it seems to me it is un- 
fortunate in any instance to have a law which operates to penalize 
those who do exercise initiative. I think we will look very carefully 
at this whole matter and see what can be done to eliminate that 
inequity. 

That is all I have, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Bary. Thank you, Mr. Quigley. 

Mr. Quieter. Thank you, Mr. Chairman and members of the com- 
mittee. 

Mr. Banzy. The Chair is quite anxious that we get through with 
the one remaining witness, and I would like to ask the members of 
the committee not to interrupt during his presentation, in the hope 
that we can get through here before there is a quorum call, which 
I think will happen in a short time. 

The next witness will be Congressman Baldwin of California. 


STATEMENT OF HON. JOHN F. BALDWIN, JR., A REPRESENTATIVE 
IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 


Mr. Batowry. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

I am sure I can complete my testimony before the time Congress 
convenes. 

For the record, I am John Baldwin, Congressman from the Sixth 
District of California. 

Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee, the district which 
I represent is 1 of the 2 districts in the State of California which 
has had the greatest effect from federally impacted military installa- 
tions as wall 02 housing areas. I come before you to urge the con- 
sideration by the committee to H. R. 850 or any similar bill which 
would eliminate the 3 percent absorption clause for the coming year, 
and also in support of H. R. 5846 which has been introduced by 
Congressman Brooks Hays, which would extend Public Law 874 as 
a whole, and also eliminate the 3 percent absorption clause. 

I might say, Mr. Chairman, the district which I represents includes 
the city of Richmond, in Contra Costa County, Calif., which had 
before the war about 20,000 people and which during the war had 
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a Federal shipyard brought in where the Federal Government built 
a temporary housing project housing 72,000 people, when the whole 
city was only 20,000 people before the war began. As a result, we 
had one single Lanham Act temporary housing project owned by 
the Federal Government which had about three-quarters of the popu- 
lation of the entire city. 

In this housing project today there are still close to 20,000 people. 
The city of Richmond and the school districts involved would have 
given up the ghost long ago if it were not for the fact that the Fed- 
eral Government recognized their responsibility through Public Law 
815 and Public Law 874. 

Mr. Battery. May I ask the gentleman at this point, does the Fed- 
eral Government still own those housing facilities ? 

Mr. Batpwtn. The Federal Government still owns these Lanham 
Act temporary housing facilities in the city of Richmond, that is 
correct, Mr. Chutaman, 

Mr. Batter. And are they pretty largely occupied by Federal em- 
ployees ? 

Mr. Batpwin. Partly by Federal employees, but of course they 
come under one of the rules, that they are living on Federal property. 

The other county involved, Solano County, has the largest per- 
centage of Government employees and military personnel to total pop- 
ulation of any county in the State of California. It has Mare Island 
Naval Yard, which has about 11,500 civilian employees. It has Benicia 
Arsenal, with over 3,000; and it has Travis Air Base, which has 
around 1,000 civilian employees and close to 10,000 military personnel ; 
and the town of Fairfield in that county has grown since 1950 from 
a town of 3,000 people to 10,000 people. This is after World War II, 
as a result of the expansion and development of Travis Air Base. 

The city of Vallejo, where Mare Island Navy Yard is located, would 
be absolutely lost without the provisions of Public Law 815 and Pub- 
lic Law 874. It is similarly true of the city of Benicia, which is a 
city entirely dependent upon Benicia y vain 

There is no question about the Federal responsibility in these areas, 
and there is no question that these school districts would not be able 
to get along if it were not for the fact that the Federal Government 
has recognized its responsibilities through these laws. 

I do come before the committee to urge the extension of Public 
Law 874 in either the bill introduced by Representative Brooks Hays 
or a bill comparable to it, and also the elimination of the 3 percent 
absorption clause in the coming year, which these districts feel has 
worked very much unfairly and to their disadvantage. 

Mr. Bamey. Are there any questions? 

Mr. Ruopes. I have just a comment. 

I wish to thank the gentlemen for coming before the committee 
and making this very fine and succinct statement, and I wish to tell 
him that perhaps things are not so bad but that they could be worse. 
In my particular area there is a very large Federal housing project 
under the Lanham Act which was sold to the county. The thought 
at that time was that although the school district would be de- 
prived of funds under 815 and 874 because of selling the housing proj- 
ect, the county could pay the school district money in lieu of taxes. 

After the transaction was complete, it was found that the law 
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of the State of Arizona was such that no county could do that. So this 

school district, which at that time was probably the poorest district in 

the county, is now probably three times as poor as it formerly was. 
Mr. Batpwin. I sympathize with Mr. Rhodes in that problem. 


Mr. Ruopes. I thank you again for coming before the committee. 
You made a very fine statement. 


Mr. Batpwin. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. Battery. We hope we will be able to take care of some of these 


headaches. We Toc your appearance before the committee. 
Mr. Batpwin. Thank you. 


Mr. Battery. At this time the committee will stand in recess sub- 
ject to the call of the Chair. The committee is now in recess. 


(Whereupon, at 12 noon, the hearing was recessed, subject to 
the call of the Chair.) 





ASSISTANCE TO SCHOOL DISTRICTS AFFECTED BY 
FEDERAL ACTIVITIES 


WEDNESDAY, JUNE 22, 1955 


Houses or RepresENTATIVES, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON ASSISTANCE TO SCHOOL 
Disrricrs A¥rrecrep BY F'rperAu ACTIVITIES, 
CoMMITTEE ON EpucaTIoNn AND LaBor, 
Washington, D. C. 

The subcommittee met, pursuant to call, at 2:30 p. m., in room 429, 
House Office Building, Hon. Roy W. Wier, presiding. 

Present: Representatives Wier, Udall, and Wainwright. 

Present also: Fred G. Hussey, chief clerk; John O. Graham, mi- 
nority clerk; Edward A. McCabe, general counsel, and Russell C. 
Derrickson, chief investigator. 

Mr. Wier. I will call the meeting to order now because I see Con- 
gressman Thornberry here, who has a bill that he is interested in. 

I might say this is a subcommittee of the full Education and Labor 
Committee, set up to take care of and hear testimony concerning bills 
related to the Federal impact areas, both school construction and 
maintenance and operation. 

There are a number of bills here which relate to that subject. Con- 

man Wainwright has introduced a bill which covers many of 
these districts, so he probably will be interested in seeing how close 
to his bill your bill is. 

Congressman Thornberry of Texas. 


STATEMENT OF HON. HOMER THORNBERRY, A REPRESENTATIVE 


IN CONGRESS FROM THE 10TH CONGRESSIONAL DISTRICT OF 
TEXAS 


Mr. Tuornperry. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 


My name is Homer Thornberry. I am from the 10th Congressional 
District of Texas. I am here in the interest of legislation to reduce 
the effect of the so-called 3-percent absorption legislation which 
apparently will go into effect, unless something is done about it at the 
ain of this fiscal year. 

Last year my attention was called by a number of the school dis- 
tricts in the district which I represent to the effect it would have on 
them if they were called upon to absorb 3 pércent of the children who 
had come to their schools as a result of Federal activity. I introduced 
last year H. R. 9396 to eliminate the 3 percent absorption feature, and 
due to the fact that in the appropriation bill there was a provision to 
suspend the effect of this bill, of course this committee took no action. 

n the first day of this session of Congress, I introduced H. R. 850, 
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to eliminate that provision. I am here merely to ask the subcommittee 
to give consideration to legislation of that type. I am not one of these 
persons who thinks that his bill is the best. I would like this com- 
mittee to consider my bill or any other proposal which is before it, 
to consider the effect of the 3 percent dune tion feature upon the 
smaller school districts who, not being benefited by the Federal ac- 
tivity in their area, nevertheless receive additional children as a 
result of the Federal activity. 

I am advised by a number of school districts in my district—1 of 
them is the Colorado Common School District, which is a very small 
school district, and 3 other superintendents of schools in San yas 
Caldwell, and Lockhart, Tex.—that this provision of Public Law 874, 
if it goes into effect, will cause a great deal of hardship, which it would 
be hard for them to absorb if they are required to follow the provisions 
of Public Law 874. 

My purpose here is to ask you to consider my proposal or any other 
which will afford relief. 

I want to thank the chairman and the subcommittee for taking the 
time not only to hear me but for giving consideration to these pro- 
posals. I have nothing additional to add, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Warnwricut. I have no questions. 

Mr. Wier. Your proposal is an amendment to Public Law 874? 

Mr. THornserry. That is right, sir. 

Mr. Wier. It is different from the Wainwright bill, which does not 
cover this at all. 

Mr. TxHornzerry. The point is that a number have contacted me, 
and I take the position, Mr. Chairman, that it does not have to be a bill 
by Thornberry or Jones, just so we can give consideration to the prob- 
lem which exists. 

I introduced the first bill on it last year, probably, but of course a 
number of proposals were introduced this year and many of them are 
similar. 

Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Warnwricut. The people of the district you represent, Mr. 
Thornberry, I think are lucky to have someone on the ball and to come 
to bat for them on t epee ition. 

Mr. THORNBERRY. you, sir. You are very kind. 

Mr. Wier. Congressman Cramer, will you come up and identify 
yourself to the reporter and tell us about your bill. 


STATEMENT OF HON. WILLIAM C. CRAMER, A REPRESENTATIVE 
IN CONGRESS FROM THE FIRST CONGRESSIONAL DISTRICT OF 
FLORIDA 


Mr. Cramer. Thank you, Mr. Chairman and members of the com- 
mittee. 

I am Congressman Cramer from Florida. I have no bill. I came 
to speak in behalf of the principle laid down by the bill of Mr. Thorn- 
berry, H. R. 850. I want just to Roan out very briefly and submit a 
statement for the record as to why that bill is important to our particu- 
lar area. 

I wanted to give you this one factual situation for your further con- 
sideration, of what we believe to be a very important amendment to 
this legislation. 
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I wanted to call to the attention of the committee very briefly that 
in the county of Hillsborough, which is 1 of the 4 counties in my dis- 
trict and which encompasses MacDill Field, which is one of the largest 
of the Air Force Bases in the South, one of the Strategic Air Command 
bases, the result of that base being in this country means that there 
are 2,000 federally connected pupils who must be serviced by the educa- 
tional system of that county. It so happens that the county has a total 
student load of 50,000 students. That gives us a very small per- 
centage, about 1 percent to work with there in qualifying for the 3- 
percent provision. 

It so happens that of those 2,000 students, a fair percentage i 
only for a one-half pupil rating under the formerly existing bill, 
that is, the present law. Therefore, the total number of the entitled 
students is reduced just below 1,500, or the 3 percent mark. 

The result is that in this area, which unquestionably has Federal 
impact, due to the fact that we fall just haf the 3 percent, which 
appears to me to be fairly arbitrary in any event, we have the possi- 
bility of losing in the coming year $100,000 which of course, as you 
appreciate, is only partial contribution in any event to the local school 
system. 

7 wanted to point to that as one of the factual justifications, I 
believe, for either the limitation or the reduction of the 3 percent 
absorption figure in the federally impacted education bill. 

Mr. Wier. Do I understand you to say that this particular district 
has been qualifying for the federally impacted aid? 

Mr. Cramer. Yes, it has. It is my understanding that it has been 
qualifying, but it has been right on the borderline. If it had not 
been that the appropriations committee took the action it did last 
session, we would not have been able to qualify. We would have 
been just below the 3 percent requirement. 

Mr. Wier. In other words, if the figure of 3 percent is not reduced, 
your schools will not be entitled to participation. 

Mr. Cramer. That is correct, Mr. Chairman. 

I made a statement to that effect. in the Congressional Record which 
I would like also be made a part of the record, at the time we had 
the supplemental as graye panes bill up for consideration, to point 
out the importance of the 100 percent entitlement which would result 
from that additional appropriation. There are statements in there 
in substantiation of the position I have given you today. 

Mr. Wier. This has to do only with Public Law 874? 

Mr, Cramer. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Wier. It does not have to do with construction ? 

Mr. Cramer. No, sir. 

Mr. Wier. Do you have a printed or typed statement there? 

Mr. Cramer. Yes, sir; I have. 

Mr. Wier. If there is no objection, that will be made a part of the 
record. 

Are there any questions? 

Mr. Wartnwricut. No. It would seem to me that the same philoso- 

hy pertains here as I stated to Mr. Thornberry, that Members of the 
Frais who have gone into the educational systems of their districts 
and have come to bat for these impacted areas by calling these prob- 
lems to this committee’s attention deserve congratulations. 


64315—55——4 
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Mr. Wier. All right. We thank you very much for your presenta- 
tion and your interest, Mr. Cramer. 

Mr. Cramer. Thank you, Mr. Chairman and members of the com- 
mittee. I appreciate the ro gpd of appearing. 

(The statement and article submitted by Mr. Cramer follow :) 


STATEMENT OF THE HONORABLE WILLIAM ©. CRAMER, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CON- 
GRESS FROM THE STATE OF FLORIDA 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I have previously made a state- 
ment about a matter of grave concern to my district in the Appendix of the Con- 
gressional Record, on March 18, 1955, page A1870, at the time that there was 
under consideration the second supplemental appropriation bill which contained 
a provision for additional funds for payments to school districts for carrying 
out the provisions of Public Law 874, providing for a 100 percent entitlement 
as the result of the suspension, pursuant to Public Law 732, of the 3 percent 
absorption feature contained in said Public Law 874. 

I submit that statement for the record at this time in that it is equally appli- 
cable to the bill being considered at this time by this committee and in which 
is pointed out the fact that in the Hillsborough County public school system there 
are 2,000 federally connected pupils, of a student load of 50,000 pupils, due to 
the existence of the MacDill Air Force Base, one of the largest and most im- 
portant Air Force bases in the South. As a result of a substantial number of 
these students qualifying for only a half-pupil rating under the formerly existing 
bill, the total number of entitled students is reduced just below 1,500 and, there- 
fore, below the 3 percent of the total-enrollment minimum needed to qualify for 
Federal funds. 

It means approximately $100,000 per year as an average per year which, of 
course, is only a partial contribution toward the education of these 2,000 federally 
connected pupils unless the bill before the committee is passed or a bill accom- 
plishing the same purpose is passed. 

I am in hopes that the committee will see the wisdom of the legislation pres- 
ently being considered and will report it favorably. 


(The article referred to is as follows :) 


[From the Congressional Record, March 18, 1955] 


STATEMENT IN Support or H. R. 4903, CHApTerR 7, DEPARTMENT oF HEALTH, 
EDUCATION, AND WELFARE, DEALING WITH ADDITIONAL PAYMENTS TO SCHOOL 
DIsTRICTS 


(Extension of remarks of Hon. William C. Cramer of Florida, in the House 
of Representatives, Friday, March 18, 1955) 


Mr. Cramer. Mr. Speaker, I wish to take this opportunity to commend the 
Appropriations Committee for its action in including in the second supplemen- 
tal appropriation bill, 1955, a provision for $20 million as an additional amount 
for payments to school districts for carrying out the provisions of Public Law 
874, and thus for the current year making available 100 percent of entitlements 
as the result of the suspension, pursuant to Public Law 732, of the 3-percent 
absorption feature of Public Law 874 as amended by Public Law 248, of the 
83d Congress. 

This is of tremendous importance to the First District of Florida, as it is to 
many other areas of the country where federally impacted areas exist, thereby 
placing a greater responsibility on the local school boards and taxpayers, to 
provide educational facilities. The existing appropriation of $55 million for 
payment to school districts for the 1955 fiscal year resulted in the payment of 
only 65 percent of full entitlement to the school districts qualifying. The $20 
million additional appropriation provided in this bill will permit payment of 
100 percent entitlement to the eligible school districts. 

I received communications from the Honorable J. Crockett Farnell, superin- 
tendent of Hillsborough County public schools, which provide a concrete exam- 
ple of the tremendous importance of this supplemental appropriation, in that 
it will mean approximately an additional $35,000 to help bear a portion of the 
additional cost of educating approximately 2,000 federally connected pupils 
who must be absorbed by the educational system of that one county that has 
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an average total daily attendance of some 50,000 pupils. Of the 2,000 federally 
connected pupils a sufficient number qualify for only a one-half pupil rating 
to reduce the number below 1,500, or below 3 percent of the total enrollment. 

These figures will, it appears, clearly justify and substantiate the wisdom of 
the Congress in the last session eliminating the 3 percent absorption feature 
contained in Public Law 874, amended by Public Law 248, of the 83d Congress, 
said suspension for 1 fiseal year being contained in Public Law 732. Without 
this provision this county, which bears a tremendous burden of Federal impact, 
due to the existence of one of the largest Air Force bases in the country, Mac- 
Dill Field, would be unable to qualify under the act and would thereby lose a 
hundred thousand dollars as an average per year as a partial contribution to- 
ward the education of these 2,000 federally connected pupils. This contribution 
pays for only a portion of the educational costs and certainly this participation 
is justified on the facts involved, and I hope will demonstrate clearly the need 
for continuing the elimination of this 3-percent-absorption feature. 

I am hoping that Congress will, in this session, recognize the tremendous im- 
portance of many areas of continued elimination of the 3-percent-absorption 
provision, and will enact legislation similar to H. R. 850 designed to accomplish 
this in subsequent fiscal years. 


Mr. Wier. Congressman Riley, of South Carolina. Will you iden- 


tify yourself for the reporter and proceed with your statement and 
make known your testimony and your problems. 


STATEMENT OF HON. JOHN J. RILEY, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE SECOND CONGRESSIONAL DISTRICT OF 
SOUTH CAROLINA 


Mr. Ruy. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, I wish 
first to express my appreciation for your hearing me in regard to an 
amendment which I am requesting that you consider in connection 
with the revision of Public Law 815. 

I am John Riley, from the Second South Carolina District. 

Mr. Chairman, this problem arose in 1951 in connection with the 
development of the Savannah River project, which is the Atomic 
Energy installation in South Carolina. It was quite a disrupting 
proposition because of the tremendous influx of people into this rather 
thinly populated area to construct this largest of all facilities, I be- 
lieve, in the history of the governments of the world. 

A great many schoolhouses and churches were of necessity destroyed 
in the area taken over by the Atomic Energy Commission. Most of 
those people simply moved out into the perimeter of the area which 
was being used. That created a tremendous problem for community 
facilities, schools, hospitals, and things of that nature. 

Congress very wisely and sympathetically provided legislation for 
building both temporary and permanent school buildings, thinking 
that when the construction period was over these temporary buildings 
could be declared surplus and perhaps moved to some other area. It 
developed, however, that the permanent buildings were not sufficient 
to take care of the student load, so last year at the request of the depart- 
ments of education in three counties—Aiken, Barnwell, and Allendale, 
which are the three counties involved—I introduced a bill to allow 
the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare to give a quitclaim 
deed to certain of these temporary buildings which were constructed 
on land owned by the school districts so the school districts could make 
permanent buildings out of them. __ al 

By brick veneering them and making certain additions they can 
very easily be converted into permanent buildings because the foun- 
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dations are permanent, the utilities leading into the schools are per- 
manent, such as water lines, sewer lines, electric lines, and things of 
that nature. 

There were some 15 schools involved. Only two of them have been 
declared surplus. They have been moved to other areas for educa- 
tional purposes as provided by the law. There are still 13. 

In order to see whether or not they were still needed, I called the 
several superintendents over long distance no longer ago than last 
week and they told me they were desperately needed and they would 
like to have authority to go ahead and make these buildings permanent 
for use this fall. 

They are perfectly willing to justify these buildings before the De- 
partment of, Health, Education, and Welfare, that there would be a 
continuing need for them for educational purposes. They are gram- 
mar schools. The high schools in the area have been taken care of 
by permanent buildings. 

* mss the operation and maintenance costs are high, the build- 
ings have deteriorated. While the roofs, foundations and all are 
permanent, the walls are rather temporary construction, and unless 
they are given protection they will further deteriorate. 

My original bill was referred for some reason to the Committee 
on Government Operations, and they contacted all of the departments 
which were interested, including the Department of Health, Educa- 
tion, and Welfare, the Comptroller General, and the General Services 
Administration, and they have all agreed that they would have no 
objection to this legislation provided the school authorities showed 
that i had a continuing need for these properties for an indefinite 

riod. 

Pw After discussing the matter with the Government Operations Com- 
mittee, I thought it would be more proper to bring it before your 
committee in the form of an amendment, since Public Law 815 is 
definitely involved and there are other buildings in other areas in 
the United States which are also affected. So through the coopera- 
tion and kindness of your staff, we are submitting to you an amend- 
ment and ask that you give it your consideration in connection with 
Public Law 815. 

This area has probably doubled or trebled in population since that 
immense installation has gone in there. During the construction 
perine there were something like 43,000 people working on that project. 
Some of them were absorbed into Augusta, which is across the river 
from South Carolina, but most of the burden has fallen on five little 
South Carolina towns. They have had growing pains, as you can 
well imagine. 

These school facilities, as I stated in the beginning, can easily be 
made into permanent buildings. The heating, the water, the sewage, 
and the foundations are all permanent. If the buildings were moved, 
the Government or anyone to whom the Government deeded these 
buildings could not possibly recover more than 40 percent of their 
value, and I think 25 percent would be more realistic. 

As you gentlemen know who have had any experience in wrecking 
buildings and moving them to other areas, you usually find a great 
deal more to do than you anticipated, and the cost runs pretty high. 
So they can accomplish their best purpose, in my opinion, by being 
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left where they are, provided they are used for the purpose for which 
they were originally constructed. 

ll of these buttdtighs are fully occupied by school children in that 
area, and most of them by children of people who have moved in there 
as a result of this tremendous operation. 

I understand that although the construction crew has been reduced 
to probably eight or ten thousand people, the operating force is around 
10,000 people. Of course, the construction people did not all 
bring their families with them, but the operating people have their 
families. So you can readily see why this situation has developed. 

I shall be glad to try to answer any questions which the committee 
might have. 

r, Wier. Let us see if I follow you in your appeal here. I know 
the district down there on the Savannah River. ere is no question 
that it is a federally impacted district. All of the three counties are 
in your area? 

r. Ritey. Two of them in my district and one in Representative 
Rivers’ district, but I am handling the whole thing. 

Mr. Wrer. I refer to that entire area. Apparently these districts 


have been qualifying and receiving the benefit of Public Laws 874 and 
815, have they ? 


Mr. Rirey. Yes, both. 
Mr. Wrer. So they are qualified for school construction. Ap- 
arently the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare here in 
ashington has constructed or made available some Federal build- 
ings down there for school use, classroom use. 
r. Ritzer. That is right. 

Mr. Wrer. They belong to the Federal Government or to the De- 
partment ? 

Mr. Rirey. Yes. 

Mr. Wier. In the proposal which you present to the committee now, 
you are saying that your district badly needs these buildings and you 
are asking that the buildings, like the WPA buildings which in 1949 
were transferred to many States and local agencies, be made avail- 
able by deed to the school districts ? 

Mr. Riey. It is to give the right, Mr. Chairman, to the Depart- 
ment of Health, Education, and Welfare to deed them on proper 
showing. 

Mr. Wier, On proper showing? 

Mr. Ritzer. That is right, yes, sir. This does not actually transfer 
them. They will have to prove that they need them and will use 
them for this purpose. 

Mr. Wrer. What was your reception at the Department when you 
make known your proposal ? 

Mr. Ritxry. They were in favor of it as indicated by these letters 
which were addressed to the Government Operations Committee, 
which TI shall be glad to turn over to you. 

Mr. Wier. If you wish to, we can have them put into the record so 
the information will be available to the committee and Mr. Bailey, 
who is the chairman of the subcommittee. 

You propose to get these agency buildings for your local classrooms. 

Mr. Rey. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Wrer. Is there any threat of those being taken away ? 
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Mr. Ritey. No, there is not. 

Mr. Wier. Or destroyed or torn down? 

Mr. Ritxy. No, sir. They are actually in use now, but the school 
district is a little loath to spend money on them and maintain them 
unless they have title to them. Of course they are on school land, and 
they will spend considerable money on them. The State has also 
constructed a number of very fine buildings in the area, but still these 
are used to capacity. 

Mr. Wier. Any questions, Mr. Udall? 

Mr. Upauu. This, then, is simply authorizing legislation, giving the 
Department discretion to go ahead and carry it out, which authority 
they don’t have now ? 

Mr. Ritzy. That is right. They would have been perfectly willing 
to deed these buildings, so they told me verbally, if they thought they 
had the authority, but they did not feel that they had the authority to 
give a quitclaim deed unless the Congress authorized them. 

Mr. Upauu. What is the type of construction of these buildings? 

Mr. Ritey. The foundations are concrete, concrete floors, and the 
upper part is some fabricated material. 

Mr. Upatu. They are really semipermanent, then, rather than just 
a temporary or collapsible type of structure? 

Mr. Ritey. Yes. By brick veneering them and changing the win- 
dow and door frames you could make a very nice building out of them. 

Mr. Upatzt. Had the Department anticipated originally that the 
need for these buildings would be a permanent need they probably 
would have built them differently and would have transferred title or 
let the district build them with funds in the first instance, is that not 
correct ! 

Mr. Riuey. That is correct. This project was decided on, so far 
as the people in the community are concerned, very suddenly. They 
opened up the churches down there to use as schools until the Govern- 
ment could get temporary buildings in there. 

Mr. Upaui, When did this take place? 

Mr. Ritey. It started in January 1951. 

Mr. Upatu. That is all I have. 

Mr. Wier. Mr. Wainwright. 

Mr. Warnwricut. The gentleman made a very clear presentation 
of his problem. I wonder if the gentleman thinks it is possible that 
he could get a letter from the HEW people or at least the talk to them 
so when they appear before us they can have some intelligent com- 
ment on your proposal. 

Your proposal sounds very worth while and is something that we 
ought todo. However, on the other hand I think it should at the same 
time have the blessing of the executive agency which is involved. I 
am sure the gentleman wouid agree with me on that. 

Mr. Ritey. I appreciate the gentleman’s remarks, and I think his 
position is well taken. All of the agencies have signified their ap- 
proval to the Government Operations Committee. I will advise them 
that this committee has now taken jurisdiction of it. 

Mr. Warnweicut,. You already have letters on that. 

Mr. Ritey. Yes. 

Mr. Erricxson. I want to point out that the amendment offered 
here by Congressman Riley is the language suggested by the Depart- 
ment to accomplish this rather than the language originally submitted 
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in Mr. Riley’s bill which went to Government Operations. They 
were in favor of the idea but suggested this language to amend Public 
Law 815 in order to accomplish this. They tell me that they would 
like to do it, that all they need is authorization, because they really 
don’t have the money and personnel to go down and keep the buildings 
inrepair. They do know about it and I believe when they appear they 
will speak on this point. 

Mr. Wainwricur. They very often draft legislation that they are 
not wildly enthusiastic about, as you know. 

I have no further questions. 

Mr. Rirey. They have this same problem in other areas of the 
United States, and of course this is all-encompassing, as it should be. 
They would have the authority to give a quitclaim deed to buildings in 
other areas on the proper showing. 

Mr. Wier. In deer words, this is their recommendation for legisla- 
tion. 

Mr. Rizzy. Yes. 

Mr. Wier. Have you anything there, Mr. Riley, that you would like 
to have put in the record ? 

(Off the record.) 

Mr. Rizey. I have reports here from Health, Education, and Wel- 
fare; General Services; the Bureau of the Budget; and the Comp- 
troller General. 

Mr. Wier. Do you wish to have those entered in the record ¢ 

Mr. Rizey. I would like to enter them in the record for the commit- 
tee’s information. 

Mr. Wrrr. If there is no objection, they will be made a part of your 
presentation. 

Mr. Ritzer. Thank you. 

Mr. Wier. Is there anything else? 

Mr. Rirey. Unless there are some other questions. 

Mr. Wier. Any other questions? 

If not, we want to extend our appreciation for your interest in your 
school children down there and your effort to do something for them, 
Mr. Riley. 

Mr. Rey. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I appreciate the courtesy 
which has been extended to me. 

(The reports submitted by Mr. Riley follow :) 


COMPTROLLER GENERAL OF THE UNITED STATES, 
Washincton 25, D. C., February 24, 1955. 
Hon. Wirt1am L. Dawson, 
Chairman, Committee on Government Operations, 
House of Representatives. 


Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: Reference is made to your letter, dated January 26, 1955, 
acknowledged by telephone January 28, enclosing a copy of H. R. 1837, 84th Con- 
gress. You request any comments we may wish to offer concerning this measure. 

An identical bill in the 88d Congress, H. R. 8633, was commented upon in our 
letter of April 16, 1954, to your committee. We stated that we had no information 
as to the need or desirability of the proposed legislation and, therefore, were not 
in a position to make a recommendation with respect to the matter, except to 
suggest that the United States retain a reversionary interest in the lands should 
favorable consideration be given the bill. 

Those comments are applicable to the present bill. 

Sincerely yours, 
JOSEPH CAMPBELL, 
Comptroller General of the United States. 
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EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT, 
BUREAU OF THE BUDGET, 
Washington 25, D. C., May 10, 1955. 
Hon. WriL1aAmM L. Dawson, 
Chairman, Committee on Government Operations, 
House of Representatives, Washington 25, D.C. 


My Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: This is in response to your letter of January 26, 1955, 
requesting the views of the Bureau of the Budget on H. R. 1837, a bill giving the 
Commissioner of Education the authority to issue to certain local educational 
agencies quitclaim deeds to certain temporary facilities, upon a showing of need 
therefor. 

The bill directs the Commissioner of Education to convey title to the temporary 
school facilities provided under section 203 of Publie Law 815 (8ist Cong.), as 
amended, to certain local educational agencies. This conveyance is subject to a 
finding that there is a reasonable probability that there will be a continuing need 
of the facility for school purposes. 

Under section 203 of Public Law 815 the Commissioner may aid a local educa- 
tion agency having a temporary impact of federally connected children by making 
available temporary facilities or by making cash payments in those cases where 
the local agency gives assurance that adequate school facilities will be made 
available. Public Law 815 does not, however, make any special provisions for the 
disposal of the temporary facilities constructed under the act. So far two such 
facilities, no longer needed for educational purposes, have been. declared surplus 
and disposed of through regular surplus property channels. However, it is our 
understanding that the remaining facilities are still in use for educational pur- 
poses and probably will so continue for the foreseeable future. Where this is 
the case and where there is a problem of federally connected children and where 
assurances are made as to the continued availability of facilities for such chil- 
dren, it would seem desirable for the Federal Government to divest itself of title 
to these local school facilities. In other instances the normal channels of the 
Federal Property and Administrative Services Act of 1949 should be utilized. 

We concur with the view expressed in the report of the Secretary of Health, 
Education, and Welfare that any provision for the special disposal of such tem- 
porary facilities should not be mandatory but rather permissive and exercised 
only when consistent with the purposes of Public Law 815. We also concur in the 
Department’s recommendation that such provisions should also apply to tem- 
porary facilities which may be provided in the future. 

Subject to the above comments, the Bureau of the Budget would have no ob- 
jection to enactment of the bill. 

Sincerely yours, 
Donavp R. Betcuer, Assistant Director. 


GENERAL SERVICES ADMINISTRATION, 
Washington 25, D. C., May 27, 1955. 
Re H. R. 1837. 
Hon. Wri11am L. Dawson, 
Chairman, Committee on Government Operations, 
House of Representatives, Washington 25, D. C. 


DEAR CONGRESSMAN Dawson: Further reference is made to your letter of 
January 26 requesting the views of this agency regarding H. R. 1837, for the 
conveyance of certain school facilities. 

fhe bill directs the Commissioner of Education, if he finds there probably 
will be a continuing need for the facility for school purposes, to convey to any 
local educational agency temporary school facilities previously made available 
pursuant to section 203 of the act of September 23, 1950 (64 Stat. 971). 

Such disposal would be in conformity with the Federal policy expressed in 
section 201 of the cited act and, as a program disposal, would not be inconsistent 
with the Federal Property and Administrative Services Act of 1949, as amended. 

In fairness to the interest of the Government, however, it is recommended that 
consideration be given to addition of a provision specifying that the property 
shall revert to the Government if it is not used for the intended purpose for 
a period of 5 years following the date of its conveyance. 

This agency would not object to enactment of the subject bill. 
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The Bureau of the Budget has advised that there is no objection to the sub- 
mission of this report to your committee. 
Cordially yours, 


EpMUND F. Mansure, Administrator. 


DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND WELFARE, 
May 18, 1955. 
Hon. Wiii1am L. Dawson, 
Chairman, Committee on Government Operations, 
House of Representatives. 


Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: This letter is in response to your request for a report 
on H. R. 1837, a bill giving the Commissioner of Education the authority to issue 
to certain local educational agencies quitclaim deeds to certain temporary facili- 
ties, upon a showing of need therefor. 

The bill would authorize and direct the Commissioner of Education (“not- 
withstanding the Federal Property and Administrative Services Act of 1949”) 
to convey by quitclaim deed to any local educational agency (or its successor), 
to which the Commissioner had made available a temporary school facility pur- 
suant to section 208 of Public Law 815 (S8ist Cong.) as amended, all the right, 
title, and interest of the United States in such facility, if such agency or its suc- 
cessor makes application to the Commissioner therefor on or before June 30, 
1956, and if the Commissioner finds that there is a reasonable probability that 
there will be a continuing need for this facility for school purposes. 

Section 203 of title II of Public Law 815 provides that federally connected chil- 
dren whose school attendance in the schools of a local educational agency is 
temporary shall not be counted in determining the amount of the payment to 
which such agency may otherwise be entitled under other provisions of title II 
for the purposes of school construction. Instead, the Commissioner has two 
choices. He may make available to the school district such temporary school 
facilities as may be necessary to take care of such temporary attendance, or, 
where the local educational agency gives assurance that adequate school facili- 
ties will be provided to take care of such attendance, the Commissioner may pay 
to such school district (on such terms and conditions as he deems appropriate 
to carry out the purposes cf title II) the amount which he estimates would be 
necessary to make such temporary facilities available, which amount in that 
event must be used by the agency for use in constructing school facilities. 

So far as here relevant, section 309 of title III, which was added to Public 
Law 815 by Public Law 246, 83d Congress, contains provisions substantially 
similar to the provisions of section 2038. 

So far the Commissioner of Education has made available to local educa- 
tional agencies under section 208 of title II of Public Law 815, 28 separate 
buildings in connection with 20 projects involving a total cost of $4,707,328.11. 
The number of projects for which funds have been reserved under section 309 of 
title III was eight as of January 21, 1955, and no more approvals of projects 
under this section are expected. The allocated cost of those projects is $1,369,- 
080. Thus, the Commissioner has authorized the construction of 36 temporary 
school facilities under Public Law 815, as amended. 

When payments are made to local school districts under provisions of Public 
Law 815 other than section 203, or section 309, for the purposes of construction 
of facilities by the school district, the United States does not obtain any property 
interest in the facilities constructed with such grants, but rests content with 
certain assurances which, so far as relevant in this connection, are designed to 
satisfy the Commissioner that the school facilities of the agency will be available 
to the federally connected children on equal terms with other children in such 
school district. Similarly, under sections 203 and 309 of the act, where the 
Commissioner, instead of making temporary school facilities available, decides 
to make a money payment to the school district for use in constructing school 
facilities under those sections, such payment is made “on such terms and condi- 
tions as [the Commissioner] deems appropriate to carry out the purposes of this 
title” (i. e., title II or title ITI), but no property interest by the United States 
is obtained in the school facility constructed by the local educational agency. 
These “terms and conditions,” adapted to the special situation of section 203 
or 309, would be designed to give the Commissioner assurances serving the same 
purposes as the assurances given by the school district in connection with grants 
for school construction under other provisions of the act. 
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Thus, where the Commissioner decides, under section 203 or 309, to construct 
and make temporary school facilities available to the local educational agency 
instead of making a money payment to be used by the agency for construction 
under these sections, there would normally seem to be no more reason than in 
other cases to retain title or a reversionary interest to the facility in the United 
States, except perhaps in those cases in which the “temporary” attendance of 
federally connected children is expected to be so transitory that an outright 
transfer of the facility to the school district would be incommensurate with the 
purposes of those sections. 

Hence, we believe that legislation is desirable to authorize termination of 
Federal ownership and responsibility for the care and use, for school purposes, 
of such temporary school facilities made available pursuant to section 203 and, 
also, section 309. We believe, however, that such authorization should apply 
both to facilities made available to local school districts in the future and those 
so made available in the past; that, in order to afford the necessary flexibility, 
the transfer of title should not be mandatory but be permissible so as to be 
exercised only when to do so would be consistent with the purposes of Public 
Law 815; and that, as in the case of a money payment under section 203 or 
section 309, the transfer should be “upon such terms and conditions as the 
Commissioner deems appropriate to carry out the purposes” of title II or title 
III, respectively, thus enabling the Commissioner to obtain assurances in 
connection with such transfer similar to the assurances he would obtain if he 
made a money payment under section 203 or section 309. 

We suggest, therefore, that in lieu of the provisions of H. R. 1837, sections 
203 and 309 of Public Law 815, as amended, be further amended in accordance 
with the above suggestions. For the committee’s convenience, draft language 
which would carry out these suggestions is enclosed herewith. 

It should be understood, moreover, that these amendments, in our opinion, 
would not preclude disposal of a temporary facility to the local educational 
agency pursuant to section 203 (k) of the Federal Property and Administrative 
Services Act of 1949 where title is still in the United States and the facility is 
no longer needed in connection with the purposes of Public Law 815, and where 
the Commissioner’s concern therewith under Public Law 815 has ceased. In 
that event, the test would not be the need of the school district with respect to 
federally connected children but, in a broad sense, the benefit accruing to the 
United States from the use of such property by the district. A finding that 
there is a continuing need for the facility for school purposes of the district 
would in itself be sufficient to show such a benefit. 

We would, therefore, favor enactment of the bill if amended in the light of 
the above-mentioned considerations and suggestions. 

The Bureau of the Budget advises that it perceives no objection to the sub- 
mission of this report to your committee. 

Sincerely yours, 
RosweE._t B. PERKINS, 
Acting Secretary. 


PRoPosED AMENDMENTS TO H. R. 1837 


Strike out all after the enacting clause and insert in lieu thereof the following: 

“Spo. 1. Section 203 of the Act entitled ‘An Act relating to the construction of 
school facilities in areas affected by Federal activities, and for other purposes,’ 
approved September 23, 1950 (64 Stat. 967, 20 U. S. C. 273), is amended by insert- 
ing in the second sentence of such section, immediately before the semicolon, the 
following: ‘, and he is authorized (on such terms and conditions, and at such 
time, as he deems appropriate to carry out the purposes of this title) to transfer 
to such agency or its successor, without charge, all the right, title, and interest 
of the United States in and to such facilities’. 

“Sec. 2. Section 309 of such Act, as amended (20 U. S. C. 299), is further 
amended by inserting in the second sentence of such section, immediately before 
the semicolon, the following: ‘and in that event he is authorized (on such terms 
and conditions, and at such time, as he deems appropriate to carry out the pur- 
poses of this title) to transfer to such agency or its successor, without charge, 
all the right, title, and interest of the United States in and to such facilities.’ 

“Sec. 3. The amendments to such Act made by sections 1 and 2 of this Act 
shall apply to facilities made available to a local educational agency either 
before or after the enactment of this Act.” 
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The title of the bill is amended to read: “To amend sections 203 and 309 of 
the Act of September 23, 1950 (Public Law 815, 8ist Cong.), as amended, so as 
to authorize the Commissioner of Education to transfer title to temporary school 
facilities to local educational agencies to which the use of such facilities has 


been, or will be, made available by the Commissioner, or to the successors of 
such agencies.” 


Mr. Wier. Congressman Herlong? . 


STATEMENT OF HON. A. S. HERLONG, JR., A REPRESENTATIVE IN 


CONGRESS FROM THE FIFTH CONGRESSIONAL DISTRICT OF 
FLORIDA 


Mr. Hertone. Mr. Chairman, I wish to express my appreciation, 
first, for the privilege of appearing before this committee in behalf of 
the extension of Public Law 874 and the liberalization of Public Law 
815. I, for one, appreciate the tremendous job this committee has 
done over the past few years. 

The study you made originally which brought about this legisla- 
tion was, to me, a real labor of love, because many of the people who 
were on the subcommittee handling it actually did not have the prob- 
lem in their districts, but they went out on their own time and made 
a very comprehensive report, and legislation was enacted as a result 
of that which has done a great deal for the people in my district. 

I shall not take too much time going into details of this. You have 
heard it over and over again. I shall simply say that there are three 
counties in my district which are vitally affected by this. They are 
Brevard County, where the Patrick Air Force Base or Guided Missile 
Center is located; Orange County, where Pinecastle Air Force Base 
is located ; and Seminole County, where the Sanford Naval Air Station 
is located. 

Those communities have just mushroomed like everything. Espe- 
cially is that true with regard to the children who are in the schools. 

In Brevard County alone, where Patrick Field is, the school popula- 
tion has increased in the past 3 years 50 percent. They are going to 
school in churches, in women’s clubs, in basements, in double sessions. 
It is a real problem. 

They have been helped by this program. If we do not continue it, 
they will really be in a bad fix. 

I cannot urge too strongly your favorable action on this proposed 
legislation to extend. 

This feature which requires 3 percent absorption, we hope will be 
taken out. We hope Mr. Thornberry’s bill will be enacted. We get 
in a position where some of our counties will be hurt pretty badly if 
that is not done. 

As I say, without going into details about it, I should like to sub- 
scribe to the remarks of my colleague from Florida, Mr. Cramer. His 
situation and ours are just about the same. He has a different dis- 
trict, but the problems are the same. 

I think that is all I need tosay. You know the problem. We need 
the help. We come to you asking for it. 

Mr. Wier. As I understand it, Congressman, your hope is that the 
law will be modified so that these schools which have been qualifying 
under the 3 percent, both for construction and maintenance, will not 
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be completely closed off from at least some of the aid which they have 
been receiving under both 815 and 874. 

Mr. Hertone. The gentleman is correct. 

Mr. Wier. Are there any questions? Mr. Udall? Mr. Wain- 
wright? You are hooked up with him on 815. 

Mr. Warnweicut. The gentleman apparently has school districts 
within his area which are affected by this legislation, is that correct ¢ 

Mr. Hertone. That is correct. 

Mr. Watnwricut. I wonder if you would tell us a little about them. 

Mr. Hertone. There are three school districts in Brevard County 
which are vitally affected by this legislation. I have talked with the 
county school superintendent no later than yesterday, and he is just 
sweating it out, to put it plainly. 

I cannot go into details about it, except that I told him that I would 
come here and make my plea to you folks who understand the prob- 
lem, and urge you to do everything you could to help him work out 
this problem down there. I am speaking only in general terms. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Mr. Warnwrieurt. I think the record should show, as you know, 
this is probably one of the few fields in the relatively emotional sub- 
ject of the Federal Government in education where there is unanimity 
in the committee all the way along the line. It has been and will 
continue to be bipartisan. 

As evidence of that, I hope you show this record to the gentlemen 
involved, as evidence of what you have done in behalf of these dis- 
tricts. 

Mr. Hertone. We think the impacted area is one area in the con- 
struction field where there could be no question that it is the Federal 
Government’s job. They can help in the construction programs. Re- 
gardless of people’s beliefs about the fundamental principle of Federal 
aid to education, they do not disagree on that. 

Mr. Warnwricur. I have no further questions. 

Mr. Wier. I might add that Congressman Wainwright also spends 
many hours trying to get some action on these bills. 

Mr. HERtona. T do not want to take any more of the committee’s 
time. 

Mr. Wier. Do you have any information to submit for the record in 
addition to what you have said? 

Mr. Hertone. No; thank you. 

Mr. Wier. We thank you for showing up here, and we thank you for 
your interest. 

Mr. Hertone. Thank you, gentlemen. 

Mr. Wier. Are there any other Congressmen present who wish to 
make statements? This meeting was called primarily to hear some of 
the Congressmen. 

Mr. Warnwrerent. Is there a member of the Department here ? 

Mr. Wier. You did not come to testify, did you ? 

Mr. Griessy. No, Mr. Wier. I am Mr. Grigsby, from the School 
Assistance Division. I here as an observer. 

I believe we will have our turn tomorrow, if I understand correctly. 

Mr. Wier. If there is no further testimony—do you have anything to 
add, Mr. Counsel? We have heard from the Congressmen who are 
present. Are those the ones who were notified for today ¢ 
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Mr. Derrickson. That is right. That covers all the Congressmen 
who wished to testify or to submit statements. I do not know what 
Mr. Bailey’s plans were, other than to hear these gentlemen. 

Mr. Wier. Then our mission is performed, evidently, for the day; 
and tomorrow Mr. Bailey will take over. 

With that, we will adjourn this meeting until tomorrow. 

(Whereupon, at 3: 15 p. m., the subcommittee recessed. ) 








ASSISTANCE TO SCHOOL DISTRICTS AFFECTED BY 
FEDERAL ACTIVITIES 


THURSDAY, JUNE 23, 1955 


House oF REPRESENTATIVES, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON ASSISTANCE TO SCHOOL 
Districts AFFECTED BY FEDERAL ACTIVITIES, 
CoMMITTEE ON EpucaTIOn AND LaBor, 
Washington, D. C. 

The subcommittee met at 2:30 p. m., in room 346, House Office 
Building, the Honorable Cleveland M. Bailey (chairman of the sub- 
committee) presiding. 

Mr. Battery. The subcommittee will come to order. 

The subcommittee has met this afternoon for the purpose of con- 
tinuing our hearings on proposed amendments to Public Laws 815 
and 874, 81st Congress. 

Weare glad to have with us this afternoon Dr. Samuel M. Brownell, 
Commissioner of Education, Office of Education of the Department 
of Health, Education, and Welfare, together with members of his 
staff, who will be heard during the course of the afternoon on the 
various proposed amendments. 

This is a subject in which there is considerable interest and one 
which deserves the careful attention of the Congress. In the course 
of the hearings we shall endeavor to continue to develop the facts 
and circumstances in connection with the various problems which 
have arisen. 

For inclusion in the record at this time we have a communication 
addressed to the subcommittee by the Honorable Horace Seely- 
Brown, Jr., a Member of Congress from the State of Connecticut, 
and it has attached to it a letter from the superintendent of schools 
of Groton, Conn. 

If . are is no objection, we will offer this for submission in the 
record. 

(The communications referred to follow :) 

HOovusE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, D. C., June 22, 1955. 


Hon. CLEVELAND M. BAILey, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 

Dear COLLEAGUE: In further reference to our brief conversation of today, 
I enclose for your consideration a letter which I have received from Mr. 8. B. 
Butler, superintendent of schools, town of Groton, Conn. 

I am sure there is much merit to the suggestions made by my constituent, 
and I hope your subcommittee will give careful thought to them. 

With all good wishes, 

Very sincerely, 
Horace Sexiy-Browy, Jr., M. C. 
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TOWN OF GROTON, CONN., 
June 21, 1955. 
Hon. Horace SEELY-Brown, Jr., 
Member of Congress, Washington, D. C. 


Drar Seely : Confirming telephone conversation of yesterday afternoon, we are 
vitally concerned in the passage of legislation at this session of the Congress, 
to deal with certain needs in the Federal current expense assistance program for 
schools in federally affected areas. Specifically, these matters are as follows: 

1. Extension of Public Law 874, as amended, for 1 year from June 30, 1956, to 
June 30, 1957, pending the consideration and enactment of permanent legislation 
at the next session. Under the last extension of this act 2 years ago (Public 
Law 248), the date for the program’s operation runs to June 30, 1956. If school 
districts had to go through next winter and spring not knowing what the provi- 
sions of the program would be, as applying to the fiscal year 1956—57, they would 
be in a very diflicult position. Budget figures for the town of Groton, including 
estimated income, must be reasonably firm by February in order for us to present 
dependable proposals to the board of finance early in March, on which to provide 
adequately for the ensuing fiscal year, beginning in July. 

2. Elimination from the legislation the 3-percent “absorption” feature, which 
under Public Law 732, adopted last summer, was suspended for operation during 
the fiscal vear July 1, 1954, to June 30, 1955, only. Unless this suspension is 
continued, absorption will start to operate on July 1, 1955. Every argument 
for holding it up during the fiscal year 1954-55 applies with equal force as we 
look ahead to next year and the year following. By subtracting 3 percent of the 
non-Federal- attendance load from the count of federally connected children be- 
fore establishing the attendance figure on which payment eligibility is based, our 
town would lose upward of $35,000 in next year’s grant, or the equivalent of a 
mill on the tax rate. It would represent a cut in our grant of 9 or 10 percent. 
For the State of Connecticut as a whole the average cut for the towns affected 
would be close to 50 percent. When absorption was first broached about 3 years 
ago, as a principle for revising the program, the arguments for it seemed plausible, 
but its practical effects would be devastating, as I know many Members of Con- 
gress realize, from my reading of the debates on the postponement of this element 
of the legislation a year ago. It would be especially objectionable when it is 
realized that beginning with this past year the basic grants under section 3 of 
Public Law 874 have been paid on the average daily attendance of the previous 
rather than the current year, so that increases in federally connected pupils 
(which we have every year) are not picked up for payment eligibility until the 
following year unless they represent 5 percent of the school population and need 
can be proved under section 4 of the basic legislation. 

3. The third matter in which we are interested relates to the last sentence 
of the preceding paragraph. We take no exception to the requirements for proof 
of need to receive payments under section 4 for the current year’s increases of 
federally connected pupils over the attendance figures of the previous year, but 
feel that the 5 percent qualifying percentage is high. We believe that with the 
proof-of-need safeguard 1 percent would be a high enough figure. 

We would appreciate it very much if you could make representations concern- 
ing the above matters to the education committee. The information which has 
come to me is that the committee is holding closed hearings on this legislation 
during the present week and is hearing Members of Congress only. Also, that 
the committee is going to wind up on the hearings rather quickly. 

Kind regards and best wishes. 

Sincerely, 
S. B. Butter, Superintendent of Schools. 


Mr. Batter. We also have a communication from one of our col- 
leagues in the Congress, the Honorable John Fogarty, of Rhode 
Island. If there is no objection, it will be inserted into the printed 
record at this point. 

(The communication referred to follows :) 


STATEMENT OF Hon. JoHN E. FoGArRTY, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE 
STATE OF RHODE ISLAND 


Mr. Chairman, I appreciate the consideration you haxe extended to me in 
permitting me to present my views on Public Law 815 dealing with school 
construction in federally impacted areas, 
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It is my belief that the laws granting assistance to federally impacted school 
areas serve a just and equitable purpose. They provide the very minimum grant 
by which the Federal Government may repay, in part, the costs of operating 
programs which Federal activities have imposed on the local communities. 
The communities cannot tax the Federal Government. The Federal Govern- 
ment, for its part, should not take over community property or throw additional 
burdens on it without giving due and proper compensation. 

As you well know, the tremendous increase in overall Government activity 
over the past 10 or 15 years has caused our Government to move vast numbers 
of our population from place to place. Training camps, naval bases, and the 
hundreds of various Government installations required thousands upon thou- 
sands of workers and personnel. These employees, in turn, naturally moved 
into the Government area, bringing their families with them. The resulting 
impact on the economy of the locality was acutely felt. Schools which previously 
had been sufficient for local needs could not possibly take care of the additional 
burden, and the local people could not stand the financial strain of building 
new schools to house the new pupils. 

As a result, the Congress of the United States, mindful of its obligations and 
keenly aware of the problems involved, decided to take action. We accepted 
our responsibility and enacted Public Law 815 to provide for assistance in the 
construction of school facilities in federally impacted areas. Over the years, 
however, the operation of this law has disclosed certain failings in its application 
which have resulted in inequities to local communities. 

As chairman of the Appropriations Subcommittee for the Departments of 
Labor and Health, Education, and Welfare, I have been thrown in close contact 
with the operation of the program established by the law. Our committee ap- 
propriates funds for the Office of Education and we have the benefit of hearing 
testimony from many of the affected school districts. As a result it has been 
forcibly brought to my attention that some change in the law is not only war- 
ranted but urgently needed. 

Of particular importance is the situation of a school district which had drawn 
on its own resources to go ahead with urgently needed school construction in 
advance of receiving the Federal allotment. They then found that as the result 
of their initiative in meeting their school facilities needs they were unable to 
share in Federal appropriations because of reduced priorities. 

I believe that this is a situation which should be corrected and suggest to 
this committee that Public Law 815 be amended along the following lines: 

1. To provide for payments to school districts which let contracts to construct 
school facilities between November 24, 1953 and June 30, 1954. 

2. To provide some form of protection for low-priority projects from loss 
due to the application of cutoff dates under present and future application 
periods. 

November 24, 1953 was the original cutoff date for receipt of applications 
and the final cutoff date was June 30, 1954. Not only has direct Federal 
assistance been lost to communities which let contracts between these dates but 
under the present law, any construction entered into by a school district for 
school facilities shall be counted as capacity available in determining the num- 
ber of unhoused schoolchildren in the district. This compounds the inequity 
and means that a local community which through its initiative has provided 
for its needs through the construction of school facilities is further penalized 
for its action. The town of Jamestown in my State of Rhode Island has found 
itself in that predicament. 

I believe that school districts should have the choice of reimbursement—in 
the situation in which they have already constructed the facility—or of again 
using the same children as eligibles when applying for new funds. It is cer- 
tainly unfair to penalize the taxpayers of any district for exercising every 
possible means to provide suitable facilities for the education of their children. 
Without the reimbursement feature a school district is constrained to neglect 
the welfare of children in order to continue to qualify for Federal funds. 

I’m grateful to you, Mr. Chairman, and the members of your committee, for 
permitting me to present my views on this most important subject. I know 
that you appreciate the severity of the problem and that you will, undoubtedly, 
bring out. legislation which will effectively amend the act and eliminate its 
present inequities. I would appreciate your serious consideration of my recom- 
mendations for I am convinced that they go to the root of the problem as it 
affects many school districts in our country. 


64315—55——5 
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Mr. Batter. We also have a communication from Glen D. Barkes, 
superintendent of schools of New Albany, Ind., which we will submit 
for inclusion in the record, if there is no objection. 

(The communication referred to follows :) 


New ALBANny, IND., June 21, 1955. 
Congressman CLEVELAND M, BAILEY 
Education Committee, 
Washington, D. C.: 


We in New Albany are extremely interested in the extension of and amend- 
ments to Public Law 815 and 874 as suggested by Mr. Oscar Rose and other 
school friends. New Albany is suffering from the large influx of school chil- 
dren whose parents are not natives of our city or State. Last year over 30 
percent of our first grade pupils were born outside of New Albany. 

Kentucky accounted for 14 percent of these children. Federal installations 
are responsible for a large segment of this growth. Our total school enroll- 
ment has increased more than 1,000 in the last 6 years. Last fall our enroll- 
ment was 5,445. This increase is largely due to Federal activities. 

We are especially interested in eliminating the 3 percent absorption section. 
This 3 percent would mean a loss of $17,900 to our school corporation next 
year. This would seriously affect our budget for next year. We cannot main- 
tain our educational standards if our budget is reduced by such a large amount. 

We encourage you to use all your influence in helping us to improve our edu- 
cational standards and provide us with these badly needed funds. 


Guten D. BARKES, 
Superintendent of Schools. 
Mr. Battry. We have another communication from Rex M. Smith, 
superintendent of schools, Monongalia County, W. Va., which will 
be inserted into the record at this point if there is no objection. 
(The communication referred to follows :) 
Morcantown, W. VA., June 22, 1955. . 
Congressman CLEVELAND BAILEY, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, D. C.: 
Will appreciate your support, extension of Public Law 874. Also elimination 


of 3 percent absorption feature. Otherwise Monongalia County loses practically 
all aid amounting to over $33,000. 


Rex M. SmIrta, 
Superintendent of Schools, Monongalia County. 
Mr. Bartxy. We have another communication from the superin- 
tendent of schools of Riverside, Calif., which will be included in the 
record at this point, without objection. 
(The communication referred to follows :) 
Rrvexsipe, Cauir., June 22, 1955. 
Congressman. CLEVELAND BAILEY, 
Chairman, Educational Subcommittee, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, D. C.: 


Riverside city schools stand to lose $34,090 if the 3 percent absorption feature 
not eliminated from Public Law 874. Due to the strain of rapid growth and 
Federal activity this means a serious loss to this district. Financing schools 
affected by Federal activity is extremely difficult. We need Public Law 874 and 
Public Law 815 and the elimination of the 3 percent absorption feature. 


Paut T. LocKHART, 
Administrative Assistant, Riverside City Schools. 
Mr. Bariey. We have a further communication from the Civic 
Federation of Montgomery County, Md., which will be made a part 
of the record at this point, without objection. 
(The communication referred to follows :) 
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SILver Sprrne, Mp., June 19, 1955. 
Hon. CLEVELAND M. BaltILey, 


Committee on Education and Labor, Washington, D. C. 


DEAR CONGRESSMAN BAILEY: The Montgomery County Civic Federation repre- 
senting 68 civic associations in that Maryland County has in the past fully sup- 
ported Public Law 815—the Federal Impact Act. The federation strongly urges 
its extension and with amendment such as provided by Representative Hyde’s bill, 
H. R. 4811, to prevent recurrence of 1954 situation resulting from administrative 
use of two cutoff dates. Montgomery County with $27 million of additional school 
construction needs in next 5 years to cope with extremely rapid increases in en- 
rollment largely due to impact of federally connected children. 


HARo_p P, Morris, 
President Montgomery County Civic Federation. 

Mr. Batrey. I think everyone is cognizant of the fact that it is nec- 
essary to extend and to make some urgently needed changes in Public 
Laws 815 and 874. Knowing the interest of the Department in the 
administration of this legislation, I think the efforts to rewrite this 
bill would be materially lessened to know the position of the Depart- 
ment of Education. 

With that thought in mind, I have invited Dr. Brownell, Federal 
Commissioner of Education, and members of his staff, to appear at 
this meeting for the purpose of giving us a forthright statement of the 
position of the Department on several of the questions which have been 
raised with which the Department is familiar. 

If there are any questions that have not been presented by the sev- 
eral Congressmen who have testified, I wish Dr. Browne]! or some 
member of his staff would mention them, in the hopes that we could get 
information on every possible bottleneck, or on every injustice which 
we might want to correct, so that it will not be necessary to again have 
requests for making changes in this legislation. 

might add that it was my hope when we started on the considera- 
tion of legislation to provide Federal grants in aid, and other modes 
of assistance to the school districts of the Nation, that we could in time 
with the possible exception of children of parents living on Govern- 
ment-owned property, be able to eliminate the necessity for the con- 
tinued extension of Public Laws 874 and 815. 

I still think that the enactment of proper overall and general legis- 
lation would go a long way toward solving that situation. 

I would like for you, Doctor, during the course of your presenta- 
tion, to let us have the views of the Department on that particular 
angle. 

r. Wier. Dr. Brownell, I hope the Department is ready to give us 
their views on the bills which have been introduced in connection with 
this legislation with which we on this subcommittee are concerned, 
which include H. R. 6108, H. R. 5846, H. R. 4911, H. R. 50, H. R. 3253 
H. R. 4022—that is, the Wainwright bill—H. R. 4086, which is a bill 
that is in dispute, and H. R. 4101. 

Those are the bills. 

I had some witnesses yesterday, Mr. Chairman, before the subcom- 
mittee, when I took your place, dealing with bills of this nature. We 
had four witnesses before our subcommittee primarily from Florida, 
Texas, and South Carolina. In most cases yesterday they were greatly 
concerned about that 3 percent qualified figure. 

Mr. Barer. Yes. 

Mr. Wier. I do not know if you saw the minutes of yesterday. 

Mr. Baier. No; I have not as yet. 











64 SCHOOL DISTRICTS AFFECTED BY FEDERAL ACTIVITIES 


Mr. Wier. In regard to all of these bills, I will have some questions 
on them from the Department, because they are all bills in which 
we are interested. 

Mr. Batey. For your information, Mr. Wier, I requested that the 
Department be represented yesterday, and I take it that someone 
was here. 

Mr. Wier. Dr. Grigsby was here. 

Dr. Gricspy. Yes; I was here. 

Mr. Barer. Dr. Brownell, we would like for your discussion to 
cover all of the questions which have been raised in the two previous 
hearings of the committee, if you have any, and if not, the members 
of the subcommittee here will inject them into the discussion, if you 
have missed any of them, and you feel at liberty to do that in case 
they do not. 

Mr. Wier. I insist upon doing it. 

Mr. Baty. Very well. 


STATEMENT OF DR. SAMUEL M. BROWNELL, COMMISSIONER OF 
EDUCATION, DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION, ACCOMPANIED BY 
DR. RALL I. GRIGSBY, ASSISTANT COMMISSIONER FOR SCHOOL 
ASSISTANCE, AND JOHN HUGHES, OFFICE OF EDUCATION 


Dr. Brownett. Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee, 
my name is S. M. Brownell, Commissioner of Education. 

Mr. Battery. You may proceed. 

Dr. Browne tt. It is my hepe that I could be of most help to the 
committee by making a brief introductory statement, and then answer 
specific questions that members of the committee might wish to raise 
in reference to any of the particular bills. 

Mr. Batrry. That will be a very good procedure, Doctor. 

Dr. Browne Lt. All right, sir. 

Mr. Batter. Go right ahead. 

Dr. Browne tt. In the 2d session of the 84th Congress, the Depart- 
ment proposes to bring recommendations for dealing, on a long-range 
basis, with the problem of Federal responsibility in connection with 
schools in federally affected areas, and these recommendations will be 
submitted as a result of a thorough restudy of the whole problem 
which is now well underway. I think, Mr. Chairman, this is in accord- 
ance with the comments that you made at the outset of this subcom- 
mittee hearing, that you hoped that might be done. 

Pending the completion of this reexamination of the entire federally 
affected area problem, we do not believe it is wise to make piecemeal 
modifications in the existing laws, particularly proposals having a 
retroactive effect. Such proposals, if adopted, would almost certainly 
render the existing laws internally inconsistent, and in many cases 
would result in special consideration for certain districts with the 
resulting inequity and discrimination as between those specially bene- 
fited, and other districts not similarly treated. 

It is recognized that many school districts face a practical operating 
problem because of the fact that their budgets for 1957 must be made 
up early in 1956. There is always the situation that the proposed 
legislation may not be enacted until late in the next session of Con- 
gress. For this reason the Department would not oppose the exten- 
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sion of Public Law 874, as amended by Public Law 248, for an addi- 
tional period of 1 year. 

We do this in spite of the fact that we believe the present law should 
be considered only as temporary legislation and not to be made perma- 
nent by repeated extensions. 

Now, title IV of Publie Law 815 expires at the end of this month, 
and we would also not object to extension of this title for another year 
with some liberalization of its eligibility conditions. 

Of the several bills, the committee has asked for reports upon, and 
I should be glad to present the major points in these reports at this 
time, if you so desire, and then to answer the questions on them, or on 
other bills, and with these general comments, I will proceed, if I may, 
to call attention particularly to these three reports that have been 
provided to this subcommittee. 

I will take them in the order in which I happen to have them in the 
book, unless you have some preference. 

This report deals with H. R. 1897, a bill giving the Commissioner of’ 
Education the authority to issue certain local educational agencies 
quitclaim deeds to certain temporary facilities upon the showing of 
need. Iam not sure whether you are considering that in this connec- 
tion or not. 

Mr. Wier. That is the Riley proposal; is it not? 

Dr. Brownetu. Yes, sir; that is the Riley proposal. 

Mr. Wier. I heard that discussed yesterday. 

Dr. Browne. Since you have the report for the record, I shall 
not propose to read the entire report, but to comment upon the general 
recommendations which we have in that respect. We believe that leg- 
islation is desirable to authorize termination of Federal ownership 
and responsibility for the care and use for school purposes of such 
temporary school facilities made available pursuant to section 203 
and also section 309. We believe, however, that such authorization 
should apply both to facilities made available to local school districts 
in the future, and those so made available in the past; that in order 
to afford the necessary flexibility, the transfer of title should not be 
mandatory, but be permissible, so as to be exercised only when to do 
so would be consistent with the purposes of Public Law 815, and that 
as in the case of a money payment under section 203 or section 309, 
the transfer should be upon such terms and conditions as the Com- 
missioner deems appropriate to carry out the purposes of title IT or 
title IIT, respectively, thus enabling the Commissioner to obtain assur- 
ances in connection with such transfers similar to the assurances he 
would have obtained if he made a money payment under section 203 
or section 309. 

We suggest, therefore, that in lieu of the provision of H. R. 1837, 
that sections 203 and 309, as amended, be further amended in accord- 
ance with the above suggestions. 

We would be glad to provide draft language which would carry 
out the suggestions which I think was included in the questionnaire 
of the report that was submitted to the committee. 

Mr. Batter. At this point, Doctor, I was not present at the meeting 
of the subcommittee yesterday, and the gentleman from Minnesota 
was kind enough to preside in my place, because I was tied up with 
legislation on the floor of the House, but I did have a talk with the 
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Congressman from South Carolina, as I recall, Mr. Riley, and am I 
right in stating that what was proposed to be done here is to have the 
Government transfer title to the local school districts of certain more or 
less temporary buildings that were built down there to meet the emer- 
gency when they constructed the atomic energy installation there, at 
Aiken, S. C., or the Savannah River project ? 

The thought was at that time that, since those would be temporary, 
and those people would be there for a short time only, and then move 
away, that these facilities should be temporary facilities. The fact of 
the matter is, however, the communities are still occupied, and school 
buildings are there, and they are in need of some heavy improvements. 

It is farther stated that they will serve the purpose of the District 
in supplying added classrooms, and that the school districts are willing 
to take them over, provided they can get title, and make the necessary 
improvements on fae without cost to the Government; is that it? 

Dr. Brownetu. That is my understanding of the purpose of this bill. 

Mr. Grigsby, do you have anything to say ? 

Mr. Griessy. These buildings, as I think Congressman Riley pointed 
out yesterday, for the most part, have been constructed on a site owned 
by the local educational agency, and the title to the buildings erected— 
this temporary building erected on the site—technically has been 
vested in the United States. 

It was intended when the need for the building ended, that the 
building might be disposed of either through the regular surplus prop- 
erties disposal channels, or if there was no taker, and any use for the 
building, that it would be torn down. 

The difficulty in the quitclaim deed proposal was that since the site 
ownership was in the local educational agency, it hardly seemed neces- 
sary to provide quitclaim deeds, but simply a simple transfer instru- 
ment, such as is used in similar instances, with the disposal of surplus 
property under the Surplus Property Act, transferring the right to 
use henceforth the facilities on the site. 

Mr. Battey. What you propose to transfer is title to the buildings 
themselves, because the title to the land is already in the people? 

Dr. Brownett. The title to the land is with the school district, and 
whether it is necessary legally to have a quitclaim deed is quite ques- 
tionable. All that is necessary is a transfer instrument transferring 
all rights and interests of the United States to that building to the 
local educational agency. 

Now, that would be cal on a showing of need by the local educa- 
tional agency for the continued use of the building. 

Mr. Baney.That would mean that they could apply to the Depart- 
ment and set up what they propose to do in the way of improvements to 
those buildings, and the need for them, and on their application to do 
that, then, this general transfer would be made? 

Dr. Griessy. That is right. 

Mr. Baier. It will not. be a general transfer, but only as the school 
board makes a Sa ay for the acquisition and title? 

Dr. Griessy. That is right 


Mr. Banzy. Might I ask, ‘Dr. Brownell, or Dr. Grigsby, to what 
extent is that problem existent out the country, or is it just 
peculiar to the situation in South Carolina? 
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Dr. Griessy. No; it is not peculiar to the situation in South Caro- 
lina. Under section 203, which is the old title Il of Public Law 815, 
there were projects constructed in California, Georgia, Idaho, Ken- 
tucky, Nevada, and South Carolina, but more in South Carolina than 
any other State. 

Mr. Bantry. May I ask again: The Department has not in the past 
transferred—— 

Dr. Griespy. No; with 1 or 2 exceptions, in which these temporary 
buildings are no longer needed, and they have been disposed of in those 
instances through the regular surplus property disposal channels. 

Mr. Bamey. But, the acne declared them surplus? 

Dr. Griessy. The Department declared them surplus, and the dec- 
laration goes to the General Services Administration, who then offers 
them to Government agencies, and if any Government agency can 
use them, they claim them. If not, they are turned over to the Depart- 
ment of Health, Education, and Welfare, and can be donated. 

Mr. Battey. Would the situation be different in one of the other 
States which you mentioned, from what it is in South Carolina, or is 
it the same proposition ? 

Dr. Gricspy. It is the same proposition generally. 

Mr. Batter. There is evidence from some of the school boards that 
they could make use of those properties in any other State, other than 
South Carolina? 

Dr. Griespy. Yes. There have been a few instances. Of course, 
the question of how long a temporary building of a type that has been 
erected can be continued in use without excessive maintenance costs 
is one that some of these other school districts in other States will face 
within the near future. 

Mr, Bawey. It would appear that if these buildings could be saved 
for badly needed classroom purposes, this transfer should be made 
immediately in order that the local boards could make the necessary 
sca ge wy and avoid the necessity for new construction; am I 
right about that? 

. Griessy. That is correct. 

Dr. Brownetu. Also, I think, Mr. Chairman, there is a point that 
if they are transferred at a time when the local communities can make 
the necessary modifications for relatively permanent use economically, 
it isa good thing. If they wait until the buildings have deteriorated— 
temporary a Roath oe the cost of providing them for relatively 
long-term use becomes excessive. 

, the question of time does enter into the question of making 
those transfers when the need becomes evident. 

Mr. Barer. The Department will prepare the necessary amend- 
ment to the existing law, which will accomplish this purpose? 

Dr. Brownetu. Yes, sir; and that accompanies the report, a copy 
of which is attached to the report. 

Mr. Battery. It was placed in the record yesterday, I believe? 

Dr. Browne. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Battery. We are making progress on this particular point, and 
I can see no reason why we should continue to belabor this any further, 
if we are in agreement. 

Mr. Wier. Mr. Bailey, what you are discussing now is only a con- 
tinuation of a policy that followed WPA days, and PWA construction. 
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in Charleston, S. C., they built some buildings, and they began to 
deteriorate, and the department of education began to wonder whether 
we should put some money into them in order to rehabilitate those 
buildings, and it debated the question as to whether or not it would be 
better to save the money to be devoted to the cost of constructing needed 
buildings, and signed over these buildings to the Charleston Board of 
Education, and let them immediately go to work to rehabilitate them. 

There is quite a bit of life left in those buildings, if they, are re- 
habilitated, so the time element is important to the school board, unless 
you want them to become dilapidated. 

Dr. Brownetu. That is right. 

Mr. Wier. On one of those buildings, in Charleston, they had to put 
a whole new roof on it. They wanted to do that before the rain, which 
was ruining the roof, ruined the walls, and the floor. 

Dr. Griespy. You see, the difficulty in disposing of these buildings 
that are still disposed of under the surplus property disposal arrange- 
ment, is that they are not excess to the needs of the Government for 
the purpose for which they are originally constructed. So, we have 
a oe difficulty in disposing of them by that channel if they are still 
needed. 

If they are excess to the needs of the Government, and no longer 
needed, we can so dispose of them through that channel. 

Mr. Wier. I think the Surplus Property Act has been pretty well 
clarified as against what it was prior to this year, and does not cause 
the involvement which previously existed. 

Mr. Battery. Gentlemen, we will now pass on to the problem of the 
Indian affairs. . 

We now have for consideration the question in regard to Indian 
Affairs, and we shall be glad to hear from Dr. Brownell at this time. 

Dr. Brownetut. Mr. Chairman, I think you are referring to H. R. 
4911, which Mr. Blatnik introduced. 

Mr. Batiry. I believe there was some legislation introduced by the 
Congresswoman from Minnesota. 

Mr. Wier. That is in my backyard, and that is where I will be 
interested. 

Mrs. Knutson has identically the same problem, and betw2en the 
two of them, this integration of Indian school children is one of the 
problems. They have about 250 pupils which they seek to cover. 

Dr. Browne. This is the bill which would amend section 401 of 
Public Law 815, so as to permit payment wnder that section to local 
educational agencies which provide free public education for Indian 
children who reside on Federal property located outside the school 
district; is it not? 

Mr. Battery. That is the one I had reference to. 

Dr. Brownetx. Well, our general position on that is that we have 
no objection to extending title [TV with authorization for a waiver of 
clause 2 only, where a failure to waive it would defeat the purpose of 
the act. That is our general position. 

Mr. Battery. Just what do you mean by that? 

Dr. Browneii. Well, maybe, I had better read a couple of para- 
graphs to clarify it, then, gentlemen: 

Clause 2 of section 401 (a) provides, among other things, that the 
Commissioner must find, before allotting funds for construction of 
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school facilities, that the immunity to taxation of the Federal prop- 
erty where the children live has created a substantial and continuin 

impairment of the school district’s ability to finance needed schoo 
facilities. 

Section 401 (b) provides that no agreement to extend assistance 
under this title may be made after June 30, 1955. The bill which is 
proposed here authorizes the Commissioner to waive requirement 
of clause 2 when the Federal property on which the children 
live was situated outside of the boundary of the applicant school dis- 
trict, but it would only affect those school districts which had filed ap- 
plications by the final cuteff date of December 31, 1954, and would not 
apply to districts which failed to make application by that date. 

Now, the position that we had in mind was that the extension of the 
act for 1 more year would permit these districts to count children up 
to June 30, 1956, and aa make possible additional allotments to a 
few school districts to provide facilities for those Indian children for 
whom school facilities are not available. 

We believe that not more than 20 school districts would be affected 
by the extension of title IV. 

Mr. Battery. Will you repeat that last statement ? 

Dr. Browneti. We believe that not more than 20 school districts 
would be affected by the extension of title [V, but we think it is in 
general a desirable thing for the district where those children are able 
to come to a Jocal school district already existing, to attend those 
schools, and in some cases what it would do, Mr. Chairman, would be 
to call for additional facilities which the local community is not likely 
to want to provide for children outside of its own school district, and 
we think that the objective of the bill is a desirable one. 

Mr. Wier. Let me clarify this in my mind, as far as possible. 

Mr. Barer. I think I know about the situation with Mr. Blatnik. 

Mr. Wier. There are only two congressional districts in the State 
which are affected by this, and they are our most northwestern Eighth 
and Ninth Districts, represented by Mr. Blatnik and Mrs. Knutson. 

We have had operating in the State of Minnesota over a long period 
of time, Mr. Chairman, Indian schools operated under the supervision 
of the Interior Department. The Department of the Interior, because 
of the experience it had in Wisconsin, where they have completely 
abolished all Indian schools, and integrated the Indian children into 
the public schools with the white people, which has been very suc- 
cessful, the Department has been for 8 years trying to get rid of the, 
let us say, Pipe Stone Indian School, and another specialized Indian 
school. 

Now, they have a condition which the people of Minnesota did 
not bring about. It was brought about by the Department here, and 
so these children are being integrated now into the public schools, and 
in some eases it is quite a load on the school districts. 

The children are Government wards, and are so considered, and 
the people feel that is a governmental responsibility. They are will- 
ing to accept them. Many of these children are adopted out into 
homes in order to go to the integrated schools. 

So, that condition exists up in these two distriicts which brings about 
this problem. This is a very closely related problem to a Federal 
responsibility, because, after all, either your Department or the De- 
partment of the Interior will have to foot the bill. 
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Dr. Browne.u. Yes. I think one provision in there may be ex- 
plained which is that we could help the districts if these children 
attended in their own school district, but what is actually true is that 
they are attending school in an adjoining school district, and because 
they are in an adjoining school district, under the terms of the act, 
we are unable to provide assistance at the present time. 

Am I correct on that, Mr. Grigsby? 

Mr. Gricspy. That is correct. 

Mr. Barney. Not altogether correct. 

Mr. Gricssy. The Federal property’s immunity to taxation—that 
is, the property on which the children live-—— 

Mr. Battery. That adjoining district is wholly owned by the Fed- 
eral Government and there is no tax base there; is that right? 

Mr. Gricssy. That is right, but it is not a part of the district in 
which the children attend school. Consequently the immunity of 
the Federal property to taxation cannot be regarded as causing a 
burden to this district in providing school facilities. 

We have interpreted that in this way : If by State law this adjoining 
district is required to take these children living on the reservation 
we have said for the purposes of this act it is as though that reserva- 
tion were a part of the school district and its immunity from taxation 
causes this burden. But if, as occasionally has happened, they are 
taking them on a voluntary basis and there is no legal compulsion 
for the State to take them, we have had to rule the immunity to 
taxation of Federal property, the reservation, did not meet condi- 
tions of clause 2, section 401. 

Now, the Commissioner may waive that finding if not to waive it 
would defeat the purpose of the act. 

Mr. Bamzy. The purpose of this proposed change, when we do 
reenact and extend this, is to make it possible for the Department to 
make allocations to the adjoining district that was educating these 
children for the emergency necessary construction if it got to the 
point of where the alls coming off the Federal reservation burdened 
the district to the point where they might have to add a few classrooms 
to existing school buildings? 

Dr. Browne.y. That is my understanding of the intent of this act. 

Mr. Barter. Let us prepare the necessary change so that that could 
be made a part of the act itself. 

Let me say this to you: I think when this matter came up the other 
day, brought sd Mr. Blatnik, a member of the committee who is 
unfortunately back in Arizona today, Mr. Rhodes, said he had a 
situation at Mesa, Ariz. I think he has introduced a bill on the 
subject. 

How much different is the situation at Mesa from the situation at 
the town in Minnesota ? 

Dr. Browne. I think Mr. Grigsby can answer that better than I 
can, but I would say I think the general principle is a good principle. 
We discussed it last year in connection with the property of the 
Navahos in the Southwest, where they do have communities that are 
willing to take some of these children from the reservation, but they 
do not feel in doing that that they should take on the additional debt 
service cost to be paid for from local taxation. That is what is in- 
volved in this particular proposal. 
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So it does have an application both to the situation in Minnesota, 
I think, and I believe would be covered by this proposed amendment, 
Am I correct on that? 

Mr. Griessy. Thatis right. It has application otherwise. 

But I would call attention to the fact that there are other conditions 
of eligibility set forth in section 401 than this clause 2 to which Mr. 
Blatnik’s waiver provision is addressed. They have to do with the 
making of a reasonable tax effort, exercise of due diligence in availing 
itself of State and other financial assistance available for the purpose, 
showing that the agency does not have sufficient funds available to it 
from other Federal, State, and local sources to provide the minimum 
school facilities required for free public education in its school dis- 
trict, and that the number of such children represents a substantial 
percentage of the total number of children for whom such agency pro- 
vides free public education. 

Mr. Battery. I remember that. 

Mr. Gricspy. Now, in some instances that substantial percentage 
criterion is not met. 

By regulation the Commissioner has set that percentage as 10 percent 
of the enrollment of the school. 

Mr. Baier. They must be integrated Indian pupils? 

Mr. Griessy. They must be children residing on Federal property. 

Mr. Battey. Maybe that percentage would work. Has it worked 
out too high or too low ¢ 

Mr. Wrer. Is that not a change from the statute we had before us 
when we had the Interior Department and the Administrator of 
Indian Affairs and the Department of Education in on these Indian- 


school locations? Was it that high? I do not remember. 

You have some of these situations in South Dakota, where the 
Missouri River is being dammed up and many of the Indian schools 
have had to be moved a little bit. There again integration became a 
question. 

I remember Mad | distinctly the question of how many Indian chil- 

? 


dren were involved, compared to the local children. 

The general application of all of Public Law 815 and Public Law 
874 has that tendenicy, that you just gave. Every school district— 
I do not care whether it is a 90 percent enrollment of affected children 
or a lesser percent—still has to make a claim of qualifying, which you 
just read. That applies to every school district you get an application 
from. They have to meet the qualifications set up in the law. 

Mr. Browne. That is right. 

Mr. Gricssy. This is the total number of such children which 
represents a substantial percentage. 

r. Battery. It is just possible that the committee might want to 
change some of those qualifying standards. 

Read that again, Mr. Grigsby. I noticed 1 and 2 of them could 
be very well dropped completely. 

Mr. Wrer. So far as the figure is concerned, Mr. Chairman, I have 
no fear on that. I am not trying to cut that figure, because there are 
250 children in those 2 districts, and that is a large percentage. 

Mr. Griespy. You will recall that this title was written with re- 
spect to districts which had not been able to qualify for assistance 
under title II of the old act. In terms of the provisions of that act 
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they had not experienced an increase since 1939, and yet they were 

roviding education for a substantial percentage of children resid- 
ing on Federal property. 

Title IV was written in those terms. It was to enable those dis- 
tricts to qualify on a needs basis for assistance for additional school 
facilities even though they were not in terms of an increase since 1939 
or some other date eligible under the old title II or under the new 
title III. 

Mr. Battery. In other words, they were districts that were not af- 
fected by the Government activity, having a defense installation / 

Mr. Griessy. That is right. Largely they were these Indian sit- 
uations, children residing on the Indian reservations. 

There were 1 or 2 other situations of a similar sort that were 
not Indian, but in the main it picked up these districts which had 
been providing education for substantial numbers of Indian children 
residing on reservations coming to the public schools. 

As their own enrollment in the district increased and they became 
crowded for school facilities the question then became more and more 
persistent : Can we continue to provide for these children who are not 
residents of our district who reside on Federal property outside the 
district? In some cases they did, and in some cases they were on 
Federal property within the district. 

Mr. Battry. May I ask a question at this point / 

It is the thought of the Department that we should so amend this 
law that we could in the matter of a few years abandon all of the 
reservation schools and integrate all of these Indians? 

Dr. Browneu. I will answer it in this way: In our restudy of this 
whole problem we would hope to make provisions that would con- 
tribue materially to speeding up that process, of having the children 
on the reservations considered as a part of the regular public-school 
system of the State, rather than as children having a separate school 
system. 

y That is one of the things on which we are working in the developing 
of our proposals for legislation for this next session of Congress, to 
recognize the permanent or the long-term Federal responsibility for 
those children who live on Federal property, but not setting them up 
as a separate and distinct class that should have special schools and 
Federal property different from the schools which are the regular 
part of the State school system. 

Mr. Wier. You have made some progress in the last 6 years that 
I know of in that direction. 

Mr. Griessy. A great deal of progress. 

Mr. Upaxt. I might say, being something of an Indian authority, 
if the gentleman will allow me—— 

Mr. Battery. Certainly. 

Mr. Upart. I have one Indian reservation in my district which is 
probably almost as large as the gentleman’s State. With those vast 
distances there is no foreseeable date when those children can be 
gotten into the schools immediately adjacent to the reservation, be- 
cause the reservation is so large. The only hope there is for the 
Government to establish a program with facilities on the reservation, 
which ultimately the Indian people and the State, once your Indian 
wardship is terminated, can take over. So there are some problems 
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where by the very nature of the area it prohibits an easy solution 
which we are talking about. j 

Dr. Browne... I quite agree with you. I intended to indicate in 
my statement that we are working toward having those schools as 
a part of the State school system, recognizing full well that it may be 
in your area that you have only Indian children living there. You 
cannot very well import people from elsewhere to provide other kinds 
of children to go to school with the Indians, so that you do net have 
just an Indian school. 

The question which I think in part is involved is whether we have 
a separate set of Indian schools as compared with the State school 
system that has a different kind of educational program. 

Mr. Upaux. There is a rather unusual experiment that the Indian 
Bureau is making, which is a very fine effort in that direction. 
They are taking young children off the reservation and moving them 
to nearby towns. 

Dr. Browne. Yes. 

Mr. Upau. They have built additional school facilities. This is 
all done by the Indian Bureau. 

Dr. Browne. That is right. We discussed it with Interior last 

year. 
" Mr. Upatx. There were over 10,000 children living in the most 
primitive conditions who were not even in school, who may be in school 
this fall. That is probably the finest accomplishment of the Indian 
Bureau that I know of. It is working out quite well. 

Yet in the long run we cannot expect it is a satisfactory arrange- 
ment for these children to be taken 150 miles way from home and 
put in a boarding school situation. That is somewhat similar to the 
old classic Indian schools we have had in the past. 

Dr. Browne.u. As I recall in that connection, for the younger 
children, they are providing some trailer schools, are they not? 

Mr. Upatu. Yes; there is some of that. 

Dr. Brownety. Then whem they get to a certain age they have 
provided the boarding school situation in the adjacent school districts, 
in order to take care of them. 

Mr. Upat. That is a tremendous problem that the Bureau has 
worked with. 

Dr. Browne. Yes. 

Mr. Batrey. I take it from the discussion here that we are trying 
to solve the problems like this one that has come up in Minnesota. 

Dr. Brownetu. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Barry. And if possible to solve maybe the situation at Mesa 
that Mr. Rhodes is interested in. t 

Now, I understand the same problem is up in some of the Indian 
schools in Florida. Was there somebody before your committee on 
that ? 

Mr. Wier. No. It might have to do with the Indian schools, but 
I think it had to do with another problem, did it not, Mr. Grigsby ? 

Mr. Griesry. He was talking primarily in terms of the 3 percent 
absorption py, ae 

Mr. Wier. That is right. 

Mr. Barry. At our first hearing Congressman Bennett from Jack- 
sonville, one of our first witnesses, injected the Indian problem. 
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Mr. Upatu. He was just indicating general sympathy with the In- 
dian problem. He has no Indian problem in his district. 

Mr. Wier. He has had a bill in for the last two sessions of the 
integration of Indians. 

Mr. Battery. Was there any definite problem ? 

Mr. Wier. He has no bill in on that. 

Mr. Bamey. Congressman Wier says there is no legislation in af- 
fecting the situation. 

Mr. Wier. I think you have seen that bill of Mr. Bennett’s. He 
has introduced it in two sessions. That is for the integration of the 
colored people and the Indians into schools, and more modern 
methods. 

Mr. Bamey. There are no Indians in his district, I understand? 

Mr. Wier. No. 

Mr. Barry. Is there a problem there affecting the Seminole In- 
dians in any of those congressional districts ? 

Mr. Gricsny. Not that we are aware of. They have taken ad- 
vantage in Florida of the election to count those children under Pub- 
lic Law 874 rather than to bring them in under the Johnson-O’Malley 
provisions of the Bureau of Indian Affairs. 

Mr. Barry. They are getting allocations for them ? 

Mr. Gricspy. They are counting them for payment under Public 
Law 874. 

Mr. Batey. It has not involved the question of school construction ; 
just maintenance and operation ? 

Mr. Gricssy. Just maintenance and operation. 

Mr. Bauer. It cannot be too extensive a problem, then. 

Dr. Brownetx. This proposal, however, would be applicable to 
a situation in any of the States, although it comes up as a result of a 
situation in a particular State. The proposal here would be ap- 
plicable if the same kind of condition existed in any other State. I 
think I am correct on that. 

Mr. Wier. You will probably have it in North and South Dakota, 
where the Indian tribes are being moved on account of the Missouri 
Valley improvement. 

Dr. Browne. The reclamation, yes. 

Mr. Wier. You have two big Indian reservations. 

Mr. Griessy. There are a few other situations. As indicated, we 
think there may be as many as about 20 who might with the additional 
time, if the law is extended for the additional year, and if the Com- 
missioner is authorized to waive the requirement of clause 2 if not to 
waive it would defeat the purpose of the act, be able to qualify and 
receive some assistance. : 

I think the point was that the Blatnik bill as drawn would not be 
helpful, because we are right upon the expiration date of June 30 now. 

Mr. Barter. It would be useless unless we have an extension. 

Mr. Griessy. Unless you have an extension. 

Mr. Battery. I understood that. 

Mr. Wier. Will you gentlemen prepare that extension ? 

Mr. Griassy. I think the language on which we have reported on the 
Senate bill— the Thye bill on the Senate side—does just that. 

Mr. Wier. That is what I understood. 

Mr. Griessy. I believe they have reported favorably on that. 
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Mr. Wrer. Rather than to have any mistake made—— 

Dr. Brownetui. We would be glad to. 

Mr. Wier. I have learned last year that you 8 are a little 
more technical on language. I found that out on the Marine base. I 
want a bill passed here that would accomplish the purpose. 

Dr. Browne. I would say we would be very glad to submit sug- 
gested language for that for your consideration. 

Mr. Battey. The staff director for the subcommittee says that he 
and the representative of the legislative counsel’s office could work that 
out. 

Mr. Derrickson. I suggested that the legislative counsel’s office be 
consulted, with the help of Mr. Connolly. 

Mr. Battery. They can jointly prepare whatever we decide on here 
is the thing to be prepared. 

Dr. BRowNELL. We would be glad to. 

Mr. Battey. I should like to impress on you gentlemen that there is 
a question of need for speed and haste. 

r. BROWNELL. Yes, sir. - 

Mr. Batter. As soon as we have made a decision on it whip some- 
thing together so that the committee at the earliest possible time can 
improve it. That is the way we will make progress in getting this bill 
ready for House consideration. 

Dr. Browne. Yes, sir. We would be glad to. 

Mr. Baitey. We have settled South Carolina and Minnesota. 

Mr. Wier. I think we ought to take the bigger problems that have 
the greatest amount of coverage here, and that is the Wainwright bill. 
That is the one that covers so many that have had such an interest in 
i, Maybe we will take care of some of the other ones with that 
problem. 

Mr. Baier. In that connection what difference is there in the ap- 

roach of the Brooks Hays bills and the Wainwright bill? They are 

th supposed to be cover-all bills. 

Mr. Griessy. The Wainwright bill is an amendment of Public Law 
815, the construction bill. The Hays bill is an amendment and ex- 
tension of Public Law 874. 

Mr. Baitey. They are different headaches, then ? 

Mr. Griessy. They are quite different in purpose. 

Mr. Barry. We had a discussion here the other day about Congress- 
man Quigley’s district in Pennsylvania. Will the solution of the 
Wainwright situation solve that Pennsylvania situation, or will that 
be separate ¢ 

Dr. Brownetu. There are three bills; H. R. 4022, the Wainwright 
bill; H. R. 4101, the Quigley bill; and H. R. 4311, the Hyde bill; which 
we have combined for consideration in one report, because we believe 
they cover the same general problem. If I may, I will read that 
report. 

Mr. Batter. Go right ahead. 

Dr. Brownetu. This letter is addressed to the chairman in response 
to his request for a report. 

Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: This letter is in response to your request for a report 
on H. R. 4101, a bill to provide that school districts which filed applications for 
payments under Public Law 815, 8ist Congress, before November 24, 1953, shall 
not be penalized on account of school construction contracts made after that 


date. The report also covers H. R. 4022 and H. R. 4311 which are identical 
bills. 
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This bill would amend section 804 of Public Law 815, 81st Congress, as 
amended by Public Law 246, 83d Congress, by adding at the end of that section 
the following new sentence: “Notwithstanding the preceding provisions of this 
section, the Federal share of the cost of any such project for which payments 
are made on the basis of an application filed on or before November 24, 1953, 
shall be determined without regard to any school construction contract entered 
into after that date.” 

The effect of this added sentence would modify a basic change in Public Law 
815 made by title III of Public Law 246. Under title Il-of the original Public 
Law 815 a school district was “entitled "to Federal payment of a share of the 
eost of construction of complete school facilities in relation to the number of 
federally connected children in certain categories as specified in the formulas 
contained in the law. Such entitlement could either be applied toward the cost 
of a new construction project submitted by the applicant, school district for ap- 
proval by the Commissioner, or in the event that the applicant ‘school district 
has already constructed school facilities with its own funds to-house the fed- 
erally connected schoolchildren, it became eligible upon application therefor 
to receive a reimbursement payment fer such construction in an amount not to 
exceed the computed entitlement. The law provided that if appropriations were 
insufficient to pay all entitlements, the Commissioner of Edueation should by 
regulation establish a priority system’ based on urgency of need; and further 
specified that applications for new construction -projects should be approved 
for payment ahead of reimbursement projects seeking payment for previous 
construction. 

When title III was added by the enactment of Public Law 246 both the en- 
titlement and the reimbursment provisions were remoyed and the amount of the 
Federal payment was limited to the cost of providing minimum school facilities 
for the number of children without available school facilities, not to exceed: the 
number of federally contiected children eligible for payment under the revised 
formulas specified in the law. (See 8. Rept. No. 713, 83d Cong., Ist sess.) 

Under the present language of section 304 the Commissioner is required to 
determine the number of children without available school facilities in relation 
to the cutoff date for receipt of applications set in section 303 with respect to 
available appropriations. Section 303 also requires the Commissioner to estab- 
lish a priority system based on urgency of need when such appropriations are 
not sufficient to approve all approvable construction projects submitted by ‘el- 
igible school districts. 

By Public Law 207, dated August 7, 1953, the Congress appropriated for fiscal 
year 1954 assistance for school construction under Public Law 246 a total of $70 
million of which $62 million was made available for title III. The Commis- 
sioner, by regulation published in the Federal Register of October 22, 1953, estab- 
lished November 24, 1953, as the first cutoff date for receipt of applications to be 
paid from that appropriation. A total of 611 school districts submitted applica- 
tions by that date. The amount of the maximum grants calculated for the ap- 
provable projects submitted by eligible applicants totaled almost $100 million. 


Hence it was necessary to institute the priority system set forth in section 303 
of the law— 


Mr. Barter. What was the total amount involved in the 611 appli- 
cations ? 

Dr. Brownetu. About $100 million. 611 school districts at about 
$100 million, and the appropriation had been $62 million. {Reading :] 


Funds available permitted approval of projects of school districts with a 
priority index of 22 or above. All school districts with priority indexes below 
that figure were notified that their projects could not be approved for reservation 
of funds from the first appropriation. 

On April 16, 1954, the Commissioner by publication in the Federal Register 
established June 30, 1954, as the final cutoff date for the receipt of applications. 
On July 2, 1954, by Public Law 472, the Congress appropriated an additional $70 
million for assistance for school construction for fiscal year 1955. All applica- 
tions which had been filed by the first cutoff date which could not be approved 
because of lack of sufficient fiscal year 1954 appropriation, were reprocessed, 
together with new applications received after the first cutoff and before the final 
cutoff date of June 30, 1954, for payment out of this fiscal year 1955 appropriation. 

In processing these applications it was necessary under the language of thé 
law to determine the number of children without available school facilities 
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as of the final cutoff date. In so doing a substantial number of school dis- 
tricts which had entered into construction contracts since the first cutoff date 
had the number of children to be housed in the facilities for which contracts 
had been let deducted in determining the limitation on their payment, i. e., the 
humber of “unhoused” children not to exceed the number of federally con- 
nected children. For some of these districts this limitation did not serve to 
reduce the amount of their maximum grant because the number of “unhoused” 
children remaining after counting the capacity of facilities for which construc- 
tion contracts had been let was still in excess of the number of their eligible 
federally connected children. In 27 school districts in 14 States, however, the 
facilities for which contracts had been let after November 24, 1953, so far 
reduced the number of their “unhoused” children that such number fell below 
the number of their federally connected children and their maximum grant had 
to be reduced accordingly. 

The above-described procedures, which the Commissioner of Education fol- 
lowed in establishing due dates for applications, in determining the maximum 
amounts payable, and in establishing priorities, were all in strict accordance with 
the provisions of the law. The fact that some school districts received lower 
payments because they let contracts for school construction during the period 
between the first and second cutoff dates, follows necessarily from a funda- 
mental concept in title III of Public Law 815. This concept is that the Federal 
payment should be geared to the actual school housing needs of school districts 
as well as to the number of federally connected children on their rolls. 

If the Federal payment is thus geared to the existence and extent of school- 
housing shortages in applicant school districts, any changes in the school hous- 
ing shortage situation—whether the shortage is reduced by the construction 
of new: schools or increased by the destruction or abandonment of old’ schools— 
may operate to reduce or increase the Federal payment. Where school dis- 
tricts on their own initiative build new schools and thereby reduce their class- 
room shortages, the effect may be to reduce the Federal payment for which 
they might qualify at a later date when appropriations become available. Con- 
versely, school districts which either cannot or do not choose to build new 
sehools may be able to qualify later for an unreduced Federal payment. 

Such results would occur under the “need for school facilities” limitations 
in title III, even if no priority system or dual cutoff dates were established 
under section 303. The establishment of priorities and dual cutoff dates merely 
highlight the effect of changes in the classroom shortage situation in particular 
School districts between particular dates. 

Because of the results just described, it can be argued that the concept is 
title III of Public Law 815 whereby the Federal payments are geared to the 
extent of classroom shortages is unsound in that, in certain borderline cases, it 
“penalizes” school districts which make use of their own resources in meeting 
their school construction problems as compared with those which do nothing. 
We question whether a limitation of Federal projects to situations of actual 
need for additional classrooms, is unsound simply because the need, as of any 
date, will necessarily depend on a school district’s past efforts or the lack 
thereof. In any case, however, amendment of the law to authorize Federal 
payments without regard to the classroom needs of applicant school districts 
would raise new questions as to appropriateness of the formulas and eligibility 
tests in the law, and present other important and difficult problems which involve 
the nature and extent of the Federal responsibility in aiding federally impacted 
school districts. 

As you know, Public Law 815, as amended, expires, so far as the filing of 
new applications is concerned, on June 30, 1956. The Department is now en- 
gaged in a thorough review of this legislation with the expectation of develop- 
ing and presenting to the next session of the 84th Congress its recommenda- 
tions for meeting in the future the Federal Government's responsibilities in this 
area. 

Pending the development of our final recommendations, we suggest that the 
committee defer action on bills such as H. R. 4101. However, in the event that 
the Congress should consider these bills at this session, we feel obliged to point 
out the following considerations : 

(1) There are, in addition to the districts which let their contracts for new 
schools between the two cutoff dates, school districts which let their construc- 
tion contracts between the effective date of Public Law 246 (July 1, 1953) and 
the first cutoff date, November 24, 1953. Thus, the districts covered by the bills 
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are not the only ones which were “penalized” in the sense that their construc- 
tion efforts ruled them out of the category of those eligible for Federal aid. 

(2) The approach taken by these bills would, in effect, reverse the 1953 amend- 
ments which limited Federal payments by the actual classroom shortage. The 
bills would thus reintroduce the “entitlement” approach, originally set forth 
in title II of Public Law 815, which was abandoned by the Congress in 1953. 

The Bureau of the Budget advises that it perceives no objection to the sub- 
mission of this report to your committee. 

Mr. Barry. Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Mr. Barer. You. understand, Dr. Brownell, while you were not 
Commissioner of Education at the time, we rewrote this legislation 
in the first session of the 83d Con, . I was familiar enough with 
the legislation to know that the thi would not work, and that it 
would work hardships, and I op the conference report between 
the House and the Senate and denounced it on the floor and told them 
some of the headaches that would arise. We have those headaches 
right now. 

So far as the chairman is concerned, I—probably regretfully—find 
myself somewhat arrayed onthe other side of the isste from long 
standing. But I realize the fact that what he is asking us to do here 
would be in effect to set aside what was done at the first session of the 
83d Congress. I did not agree with it, but the majority of the Con- 
gress thought it was the proper thing to do. However, we do have 
a problem there. 

I would like to ask you one question. Is it the thought of the De- 
partment that we should totally ignore this? I notice your recom- 
mendation was to let it go over until you had made some recommenda- 
tions to the next session. 

Let me ask you at that point: Will those recommendations tend to 
solve that headache proposed by Mr. Wainwright and Mr. Hyde? 

Dr. Brownetu. I think the answer will have to be “yes and no.” 

Mr. Batrry. Yes and no? 

Dr. Brownetx. Yes and no. That is what my wife calls my ad- 
ministrative answer. 

Mr. Batter. Let us hear the “yes” part of it. 

Dr. Brownety. I think “yes” to the extent that we would try to 
avoid a situation which shifts back and forth from one concept to 
another. What we propose would be in the direction of a permanent 
approach to it; whether it is the entitlement approach or the un- 
housed children approach. As soon as you start to move from one 
- the other and back and forth, as you say, you get into these prob- 
ems. 

I would say “no” from this point of view: We recognize whenever 
you start a law unless you go back to the time of Adam you do not. 
take into account all of the situations that have occurred before you 
start your law. Now, the people who are concerned here are concerned 
with some conditions that happened between one cutoff date and 
another, but there were some school districts that built schools just 
prior to the time that this law was enacted. Therefore they had 
no unhoused children. Therefore they were not able to build up any 
entitlement. But there were some of. them which had delayed tak- 


ing any action and therefore they came in for the benefits of this law. 
Any time you set up a law which provides assistance to schools 
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beginning as of a certain time the people who have taken action so 
that they are not benefiting from behind that time feel that in a way 
they are penalized. That is the kind of situation we have here. 
1 am not sure that any legislation that we would propose can obviate 
that particular problem. 

Mr. Wier. We had those problems following the first year of use 
of these two bills. Many districts faltered. 

Dr. Browne. Yes. 

Mr. Wier. And passed by the date. Then they had their Con- 
gressman try to come in and finda way for them to get under the 
law, which is rather difficult. 

Dr. Brownexu. That is our general point of view; that it is almost 
impossible to start in with a law and to do justice to all the people 
who may have taken some steps just prior to that time. 

Mr. Wier. I think, Mr Bailey, the Congress, when it added this 
$70 million extra, was prompted by the situation that existed down 
in Mr. Elliott’s district in Alabama, where a number of school dis- 
tricts failed to meet the closing date because of what they claimed was 
misinformation they had received from their State superintendent 
of schools. I know there were a number of pleas made when this 
extra money was granted that there was a tendency to feel that we 
ought to give them enough so that they could take care of some of 
these worthy districts that without a question had lost out through 
no fault of their own. 

Dr. Brownety. We had 2 or 3 other cases of this type called to 
our attention. There were districts saying that the money in the 
first appropriation would put them in a low priority list and they 
made no application under the entitlement, and then when the other 
money came in they did make an application. Well, they did not 
have their first application in, so that they lost money, but in reality 
yu bys much in the same position as these that are provided under 
the bill. 

Mr. Wier. For the first 2 years of existence of both of these laws 
we had many problems. I had this problem in my own practical 
experience in my district. I think I have about 11 federally im- 
pacted districts. It did not make much difference whether they made 


their applications and qualified or not, because they were less than 
30 percent. 


r. BrowNeww. Yes. 

Mr. Wier. So they did not get anything anyway for the first couple 
of years. 

Mr. Batter. Let the record show that it was the intent of the Con- 
gress, when it appropriated this $70 million about a year ago—— 

Mr. Hueues. 855 million, sir. 

Mr. Derrickson. $55 million, sir. 

Mr. Barry. That was for the express purpose of taking care of the 
entitlements to these districts which had been advised that they were 
entitled to certain payments. That was the intent of Congress; that 
that money was to be used for that purpose. How much is that in- 
volved in the present situation, and how much of that $55 million have 
you available for meeting that situation ? 

Mr. Brownetu. Mr. Grigsby, do you have those figures ? 
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+ Griessy. Well, Mr. Bailey, that $55 million was appropri- 
ate 

Mr. Battery. It was earmarked specifically. 

Mr. Griessy. Mr. Chairman, that $55 million was appropriated to 
meet and to pay not to exceed 70 percent of the unpaid entitlements 
of applicants under the old title II of Public Law 815. There was 
about $99 million worth of applications, and about $25 million to $30 
million of which I think were reimbursement requests, for construction, 
which had been carried on by the applicant. districts, and for which 
they sought reimbursement. 

That $55 million was to pay not to exceed 70 percent of those unpaid 
entitlements under the old title II. That money has been distributed 
on the pro rata basis set forth in the appropriation language, so that 
those districts which have had valid applications on file by June 30, 
1952, have received their pro rata share of that $55 million as appro- 
priated. If they had sought reimbursement, they could use it, and it 
was paid to them as a lump sum reimbursement. 

If they chose to construct additional school facilities, they submit 
construction projects. 

Mr. Batter. Let me clarify one point, there. It was appropriated 
to take care-of those districts which had not received any of their 
entitlement, and you mean to tell me that you have let the districts come 
in who went ahead of their own construction, and wipe out most of that 
$55 million ? 

Mr. Griespy. No. It was appropriated for those who had remaining 
unpaid entitlements under title IT. 

Mr. Barry. Yes; that is plain. 

Mr. Griessy. Those unpaid entitlements would attach in terms of a 
request for reimbursement for a project which the district had con- 
structed with its own funds, or for additional construction which the 
district proposed. 

Mr. Battery. To what extent did that $55 million meet the 70 per- 
cent distribution figure? 

_ Mr. Griessy. It met about 60 percent, or 59 percent, and something. 

Mr. Hucues. It was 59.3807 percent, to be exact. 

Mr. Battery. Then, you have disbursed that money ? 

Mr. Hueues. That is right: that is committed. 

Mr. Wier. When was this done? Lately? 

Mr. Hueues. That was completed under the terms of the Appro- 
priation Act. That had to be completed as I recall, by September 30. 
The applications had to be received by September 30, and the funds 
had to be approved for the projects, as of September 30, 1954. There 
was an additional time for the projects to be revised up to December 
31, 1954, and finally, all the money had to be actually allocated by 
April 1, 1955, and it has so been except for a small sum of $60,000, 
which was forfeited by districts that did not make a full claim of the 
amount which they had coming to them. 

Mr. Wier. Is there any truth to the reports which I heard when a 
lot of us were discussing Public Laws 815 and 874 earlier in the session, 
back in March, as to what we were going to do about it—about the 
impacted school districts, to the effect that at that time your Depart- 
ment had the money to provide for the situation which you have just 
presented here of these school districts? 
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Mr. Griessy. That, Mr. Wier, is a different deal than the $55 million 
appropriated for the payment of unpaid entitlements under title II. 
However, under title III of Public Law 246, which added title IIT, 
districts might apply for the increase in average daily membership 
between the dates up to June 30, 1954, and it was under title III that 
the information given by the Commissioner with regard to these 
appropriations that we had these 611 school districts. 

r. Batrtey. The Chairman would like to interrupt just a minute, 
please. The Chairman would like to interrupt the proceedings to call 
attention to the fact that the committee is being honored by the pres- 
ence of a group of Maryland representatives of CIO unions who are 
engaged in educational workshop activities, and they are doing some 
extensive visiting and checking of the Departments here. The com- 
mittee is pleased to have noted on the records your appearance in the 
committee room, and we want to commend you for your activities, and 
for your participation in trying to improve the situation of our 
schools. 

A Vorcr. Thank you very much, Congressman. 

Mr. Baitey. Thank you very much, 

Mr. Upauu. Mr. Chairman, I wondered if we could put our finger on 
the exact facts, if the people are familiar with them, in the Wain- 
wright situation, and the Quigley situation, so that it would help me 
to understand it. 

As I understand the situation of Mr. Quigley’s district, they made 
their application, and I believe they were advised that they were 
eligible, and were even given an amount that they were eligible for, 
me then they proceeded before the money arrived, and before the 
reservation, I assume, and they having constructed additional schools, 
lost all the amount that they were entitled to. 

Is Mr. Wainwright’s situation identical with that, or is it different? 
Did they simply lose an amount which they were entitled to receive? 

Mr. Hueues. If I may answer that, Mr. Quigley’s district, I believe, 
is the Carlisle School District in Pennsylvania. 

Mr. Upauu. That is right. 

Mr. Hueuegs. According to the figures here, the maximum allow- 
ance for that district was $279,110, which apparently was lost in full 
in terms of the contract that that district entered into. In other words, 
they received a zero amount. 

The New York situation is somewhat different. Apparently at that 
time the town of Hempstead had an authorization of $1,111,000, and 
actually received $685,000, and thereby suffered a reduction of $426,- 
000 for contracts entered into between the two dates. 

Mr. Upaut. So, they have a similarity in that the contracts were 
entered into and there was activity ; in the one instance the school dis- 
trict lost out completely, and in the other instance, they got about two- 
thirds of what they were scheduled for. 

Dr. Brownewu. Yes, sir; there is a similarity in all of these along 
that line, and the reason for it is the change in the concept of the base 
for payment. 

The one was an entitlement in terms of the law on the basis of the 
number of federally connected children, and then the law when it was 
changed said that the allocation should be made on the basis of the 
number of unhoused children. 
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So, and any school district that might have been entitled to some 
money there in the first place, they went ahead and built schools, 
did lose the amount of their entitlement by doing so. 

Mr. Upatu. But, the bills are identical and if enacted would cover 
both situations. 

Dr. Browne. I think you are correct on that. 

Mr. Wier. Wait a minute. How would it cover both situations? 
I do not see where this simHarity comes into the picture, at all. I 
would not call anything similar where one school district gets $600,000, 
and the other school district does not get anything. Where is the 
similarity ? 

Mr. Upatx. They both wanted money that they were entitled to, 
and under the original applications, they would have received it had 
they not acted too speedily. So the result is the same in that the 
Pennsylvinia district could get the full amount, and Mr. Wainwright’s 
district would get the full amount. 

So, the law would operate the same as to both types of situations. 
That is the point I was trying to make. 

Mr. Wier. Of course, Dr. Brownell has already said that the con- 
cept was changed, but that word “concept” sometimes confuses me. 
However, realistically, it might be said that the Pennsylvania district 
made a mistake, and did not get their money by starting the school- 
house and the Hempstead area in Mr. Wainwright’s district which you 
are talking about received $600,000. 

Dr. Browne. Yes, sir; instead of $1,011,000 they got less than 
that, and the reason is that they had put up a school in the meantime. 

Mr. Wier. In the meantime? 

Dr. BrowneEu. Yes, sir; between the cutoff dates—between the date 
they made their first application, and then found out about their 
eligibility, and the time when money was made available under this 
new law, so that they could again be considered. 

Mr. Wrer. This happened after the Quigley school had filed; did 
it not? 

Dr. Browne... I think they were all in between. 

Mr. Gricspy. They were all filed by the first cutoff date of Novem- 
ber 24, 1953. 

Mr. Wier. Do I get this clear for the record ¢ 

The qualifications in both cases met your approval, and your O. K., 
and they filed their application on the some date—I am using these 
two schools—the Pennsylvania school was denied this money on the 
basis that they had done the job. 

Let us say that they had done the job, and built the school; did 
that disqualify them? 

Mr. Casa. What disqualified them was that they did not have 
any unhoused children. 

Mr. Wier. Because they had built the school ? 

Mr. Griespy. Exactly; because they had contracted to build a 
school. 

Dr. Brownetu. Surely. 

Mr. Wier. The other school said “let us wait until we get our 
money.” Did they wait until they got the $600,000? 

Mr. Gricssy. They went ahead, and contracted for school facilities, 
which reduced the number of their unhoused children by the amount 
indicated here. 
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Mr. Upatu. In other words, relatively speaking, the Pennsylvania 
program for that community was big ty that it housed the chil- 

ren, and the New York program was only half big enough, and half 
of the children, speaking generally, were still unhoused, and the 
situation was still the po a 

Dr. Brownetu. A good many other districts did not have the funds 
to Ane until they received some Federal funds. 

' “Mr. Upauww. Has the Department calculated, if the old theory were 
theroughly adopted—the reimbursement theory, and all those who 
lose out as a result of being eager beavers, as it were—How much would 
it take to go back and eivalbe those people whole if we decided to do so, 
and to follow that concept ? 

Dr. Browne. The figure estimated is a little less than $6 million, 
but I think that we also need to consider 

Mr. Barry. Pardon me, Dr. Brownell. How many districts are 
affected under the Wainwright bill? 

Dr. Browne.i. Twenty-seven school districts. 

Mr. Barey. Is that all which would be affected ? 

Dr. Brownztu. Yes, sir; as for as this particular bill is concerned. 

Mr. Wier. What became of the other 50 that I heard of at one time? 
I heard there were 83 at one time, which would come into this category. 

Mr. Hucues. Perhaps you may be thinking of the Lesinski bill. 

Mr. Wier. No; I am talking about the Wainwright bill. 

Mr. Huaues. Well, there actually were only 27 districts that were 
caught by this particular provision. 

Mr. Wier. I am only taking his word for it, because he told me there 
were about 71 districts which this bill would affect. 

Mr. Hueues. I see. 

Mr. Wier. He may not have known exactly. 

Mr. Hueues. I believe the situation is correct that 27 districts are 
the ones who retroactively would be affected. 

Dr. Brownetu. I think the thing we have had to consider, and 
which you have to consider, is that if you would take care of this 
retroactive situation the question immediately is raised by a consider- 
able number of other districts as to whether or not a special bill should 
not be introduced to cover others not exactly in the same kind of sit- 
uations, but.somewhat comparable situations. 

Now, on that, we cannot tell you at the present time how many other 
districts will raise questions about whether they should not be entitled 
to submit an application because they knew they were in the lower 

riority group, and therefore did not submit an application on this 
asis. 

So, that is a zen of the problem. 

Mr. Upat.. It is true, is it not, that, as far as this pending legisla- 
tion is concerned, it covers these 27 school districts, and under these 
provisions no other school districts which we know of could come in? 
i Nga a words, they had to have their application on file as of that 

ate 

Dr. Browne.u. That is true. 

Mr. Upauu. So, the number of districts affected by this legislation 
is ascertainable, and we know exactly what this legislation would cost? 

Mr. Brownett. That is correct. There are no other bills pending 
now which would take this principle and apply it elsewhere. You feel 
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there might be, but there are no other bills saying “let us open up an- 
other exception.” : 

Now, the Lesinski bill is somewhat similar, but there is no other 

bill which would retroactively reimburse except the bill pending be- 
fore the committee at this time. 
_ Mr. Griessy. I believe the Miller bill does that, sir, and also applies 
it to the extension of Public Law 246, made by Public Law 731. So, it 
would apply to applicants under the present extension of the act, 
and I believe one of the Senate bills does also. 

Mr. Upaux. If I could just express my sentiment here, having par- 
ticipated in the school as a school board member in the “15” program, 
I frankly find myself more in harmony with the original principles 
that where there was an impact, there was a Federal duty, and whether 
a community had been energetic and had been willing to pledge its 
resources to the hilt, and go ahead, and whether they set a date and 
did not wait for the Federal Government to come along, that we should 
treat them the same. 

For that reason, I like the reimbursement principle. I think Dr. 
Brownell is perfectly correct in pointing out now the need principle 
which in effect is the impact principle. 

In other words, that is the principle criteria. I think he is also cor- 
rect in stating that if we are going to enact this legislation, we are 
going back and partially adopting the old impact principle. 

My personal inclination is that we should do that, and I find myself 
in disagreement with the previous Congress in more narrowly limit- 
ing it. 

If we can get some support from the Department, that is the way 
that I feel we should go. 

Mr. Battery. Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Mr. Wier. Let me say this, Mr. Udall: We were hard pressed, and 
the Department was hard pressed here for about 3 years, trying to get 
and trying to meet a 70-cent proposition for a qualified school dis- 
trict. Our job has not just legislation. Our job was to find the means 
by which the Congress would give us the money for the 100-percent 
payments, because I had small districts in my area which had 19 per- 
cent aiid 20 percent, but you were only paying off—not you, but the 
Department was only paying off on the basis of lower than 30 percent 
of enrollment. 

We tried to meet that by getting the necessary money for the 100- 
percent payment, but in came these fellows like Congressman Elliott 
of our committee, with about 7 or 8 school districts, which, because 
someone had misinformed them, or had not gotten the correct in- 
formation to them about the cutoff date, missed the boat. 

Other school districts through no fault of their own had missed the 
boat; the Congress wanted to do something, to give those school dis- 
tricts what they really, honestly, and sincerely were entitled to in 
spite of the mistake, and did so. 

That is what Congress thought they were doing. 

Mr. Derrickson. They did not get it. They paid $55 million out 
for back entitlements which in total amounted to $99 million. So, 
only when some of them got part of the money, and none of them 
under the reimbursement theory got any of that $55 million, did they, 
Mr. Grigsby ? 
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Mr. Grigsspy. Yes; those under reimbursement got their pro-rata 
‘share. They were reduced to 60 percent. 

Mr. Derrickson. $55 million of ' $99 million owed was paid. 

Mr. Grigssy. I think what Mr. Wier is talking about is under the 
old title IT. 

Mr. Wier. That is right. 

Mr. Gricssy. There were districts. which failed to have their full 
entitlement computed in terms of the federally connected children. 
They failed to cover their full entitlement by requests for construction 
or reimbursement by some $71 million. 

Mr. Derrickson. That was over and above the $99 million. 

Mr. Gricspy. That was over and above the $98 million; they just 
failed to cover by their part II application a project either for con- 
struction or reimbursement in the amount of $71 million worth of 
entitlement. At the time this act was under amendment there was an 
effort made—I think the one you are referring to—to provide an 
opportunity for them to cover their entitlement by submitting part 2 
project applications to cover that entitlement. 

The committee rejected it. It was presented on the floor of the 
House, and the House rejected it. 

Mr. Barry. Mr. Elliott presented it, as I recall. 

Mr. Derrickson. So far as a district is concerned, those districts 
of Mr. Elliott’s which were turned down are really in the same boat 
as the districts of Mr. Wainwright but, maybe, for a different. reason. 

Mr. Batter. No. 

Mr. Griespy. I think they are in a different boat. Mr. Wain- 
wright’s districts filed by the first cutoff date. 

Mr. Derrickson. They did that as a result of having different 
information. 

Mr. Griessy. They were informed as to the amount of their maxi- 
mum authorization in terms of part I of the application. 

Mr. Derrickson. I meant they had federally connected children. 

Mr. Gricspy. Funds available would not permit them to be reached 
in the priority list, but the pressure was such that they felt they had to 
go ahead and construct school facilities with their own funds. They 
had voted the bonds, and proceeded and entered into contracts, and 
got. underway with their construction, and I think, knowing full well 
in most of these 27 districts, that in doing so they were reducing the 
amount of their “unhoused” and might thereby be reducing the 
amount of their payment of Federal funds. 

Mr. Hucues. If I may say, sir, I think the similarity which Mr. 
Derrickson is referring to is between the Elliott proposal and perhaps 
the Lesinski bill, which would do about the same thing. 

Mr. Derrickson. They are all in the same boat, in that they had 
those federally impacted children, and some got paid a certain amount, 
and some did not receive anything for various reasons. 

Mr. Hueues. That is right, but the specific sitution of a district 
failing to request the full amount, I think, would be comparable as 
between the situation which is proposed by Mr. Elliott and the one 
now raised by Mr. Lesinski. 

Mr. Baty. Let the Chair make this observation : 

I vehemently opposed the practice of setting up priorities within 
the Department. 
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I would like to ask Dr. Grigsby, since my mind is a little hazy now 
on everything in Public Law 815, if that law itself or the amended: 
law authorized the setting up of priorities? 

Mr. Grigspy. Title II of Public Law 815—the original 815—was 
broad enough and provided that if funds were not sufficient to pa 
all the entitlement, that the Commissioner should set up urgency-of- 
need priorities, and that was done under the old title Il. When title 
III came along, it picked up and incorporated into the law the con- 
cepts that were used, or which had been by regulation used under 
title II in determining those priorities. Under the old title IT pri- 
orities were determined as they are under title III. You determined 
the percentage of federally connected children and the percentage of 
unhoused children, not to exceed the federally connected children, and 
_ add those percentages together, and that gives you your priority 

ist. 

That was done under old title II, and it has been employed under 
title ILI, but title III wrote into the law the limitation as regards 
the unhoused as a limit on the amount of payment that a district might 
receive. 

Mr. Barter. Let me clear the record a little bit further : 

When you received your first appropriation, as I recall, it was in 
the amount of $55 million at the time of the original inception of 
Public Law 815, or $155 million, maybe; I believe it was $155 million 
as the first authorization. 

When you received that money, you set up your priorities and you 
applied your priorities system, and you found that there were not 
enough dollars, and that there was a considerable number of districts 
whiell were too far down on the totem pole to qualify. When you 
received the next appropriation, instead of going on down and giving 
assistance to those districts, you applied it to projects which were 
already under construction on new allocations; is that right? 

Mr. Huenes. Not exactly, sir. 

Mr. Batmgy. Well, it was partly right. 

Mr. Hueues. Partly so; I think, sir, you may be referring to the 
fact that the first appropriation which was made actually included 
$21.5 million in sstenheotah funds for project approval, a reservation 
of funds, and also included authority for entering into contracts to 
the extent of $25 million additional. 

That was the first and only time that actual provision was put in 
law, and it was put in the appropriation language, and did enable 
the Commissioner to make reservations or commitments up to $25 
million in advance actually of the appropriation. 

The appropriation was made at a later date, and since that time 
appropriations have always been on a cash basis, rather than on a con- 
tract authority basis. 

Mr. Grigssy. I might make an observation, if you will permit. 

Mr. Bartzy. You may j 

Mr. Griessy. Under told title IT, and under title IIT, these problems 
would not arise if appropriations had been adequate.in the first in- 
stance, to cover all applications. 

Mr. Bary. I think the original authorization was for $155 mil- 
lion; $40 million of that was for maintenance and operation. 
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The total authorization ran about $190 million. What you received 
in the way of appropriations was a cash allowance, and the authority 
to contract in the amount of an additional $25 million. Those are 
the figures you first quoted. 

Mr. Hueues. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Batter. However, it does not remove the fact that you have 
totally ignored those people down on the lower part of that priority 
list, because when you did receive new appropriations, you continued 
to proceed down the list and give them allocations to set up and took 
new applications from new districts which probably were not thought 
about at the time these original people had applied and qualified, 
and had been notified of the amount of money which they were to 
receive. 

Mr. Hugues. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Bauer. That is what brought on the action of Congress, which 
brought about the appropriation of the $55 million, and it was the 
intent of the Congress that it be applied solely to correct that situation. 
You say it was not enough to do it; is that right, Mr. Grigsby ? 

In other words, the $55 million was not enough to take care of all 
of the districts remaining on the bottom of that eligibility list ? 

Mr. Hueues. To the extent of 60 percent it was enough. 

Mr. GriesBy. The actual language of Public Law 246, passed by 
the 83d Congress, was to limit the authorization of payment for these 
unpaid entitlements to 70 percent of the remaining unpaid entitlement. 

Mr. Battey. There is nothing I can do, but the chairman thought 
he would like to submit that question of Public Law 246, and the other 
one, but they only complicate and create headaches which we have 
right now. We would have been better off to have proceeded under 
the old allocation. 

Mr. Wier. Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Mr. Upauu, Mr. Chairman, I want this in the record. The fact that 
invokes my sympathy, and if that fact is wrong, it might change my 
position with regard to the Wainwright and Quigley bill, is that look- 
ing at it, and trying to put myself in the position of these school board 
members, I seriously doubt that these people when they went ahead 
thoroughly realized or were probably told what the effect of their 
action was doing; either that, or they as school boards got in a position 
where bond elections had been held, and the money was in their lap. 
and even the interest was starting to run, and they did not have much 
of achoice. If I thought that these school board people fully knew the 
facts, and went ahead knowing that they were probably forfeiting 
money, I would say let us tell the people of those communities that 
the school board was to blame, and let them get a new school board. 

Mr. Baitey. Why does not the gentleman from Arizona ask the 
Department if they notified them ? 

Mr. Upatu. I know from my own experience, having served on a 
school board, that I had no contact with the Federal people and their 
fieldmen, and everything I got was through a superintendent of 
schools, but it eotael Bone a lawyer, that I checked very carefully 
into the situation, and I said “we are not going to move until we get 
the money, because oftentimes an impression could easily be put out 
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where you calculated what you would be entitled to before the alloca- 
tion was made.” 

Some of them felt that it was the same as money in the bank, but 
if they had been careful, as we were, they could have waited for the 
reservation before they started out. If the real facts:were known, and 
most of these 27 districts acted without proper advice, and did not 
know that they were disentitling themselves; that is the thing’ which 
invokes my sympathy on their behalf. 

Dr. Browne.LL. Mr. Chairman, I cannot clarify the facts as to what 
each school district knew. I do think, however, there are two things 
which are important: One is that I believe most of the school boards 
were under extreme pressure to provide school buildings. They do not 
go ahead and build school buildings unless they are, and the question 
of what Congress is going to do in the way of appropriations is always 
something that is difficult to predict. Therefore, those districts, who 
knew that they had the children there, who had to be housed, were 
under extreme pressures to go ahead and take what you might call a 
calculated risk, and I assume even if they had that situation, they 
might have taken the risk, but when the look back on the situation, 
when Congress did appropriate the money, they cannot help but say 
“why should we be penalized ¢” 

e second thing is that from our point of view, and as people 
concerned about this problem of housing these children, whether it be 
in the department of Education or the Congress, whether or not we 
have the same concern, we always are anxious to avoid the kind of 
legislation that penalizes initiative to go ahead and take care of the 
problem. I appreciate that. 

Mr. Wier. That is the heart of this whole thing. 

Dr. Browne. That is right. The question is whether, when you 
go ahead, you accept the idea that what you want to do is to set up an 
entitlement and the people know, and you encourage them to go ahead, 
or whether you take the general position that the function of the 
Congress in this respect is to make its money stretch just as far as it 
can, and thereby urge everybody to go ahead on his own until that 
happened. Therefore when you have a limited sum of money, say, 
“We will make that money go just as far as it can te house children.” 

If you do that then what you are anxious to do is to encourage any- 
body who has the means to go ahead and provide his own buildings and 
just take the places where they cannot go ahead on their own. That is 
what I meant by saying you have a different concept in the two bills. 
One was the entitlement and the other was “We will just make our 
money go where there are unhoused children that have not been taken 
care of.” It isa real conflict. 

Mr. Wier. The heart of this bill and the heard of Congress was to 
get some schools as fast as we could. It was the feeling that the Gov- 
ernment has a responsibility for these school districts. All of the time 
we were drawing this bill up in the early days our thinking was cf 
local initiative, Teemed the qualifications in the very first bill called 


for certain requirements in the way of need and the number of students 
enrolled off of Uncle Sam’s property. 

If this policy is going to be pursued, Mr. Chairman, and this infor- 
mation gets around, there will be no schools built unless they get their 
money. I think if you go out and make an investment out here and 
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you have to borrow some money, knowing that there is a law that pro- 
vides you a certain amount for reimbursement, it is a shame that you 
would get doublecrossed. That is what we are really doing to some 
of these school districts that want to get some schools started tomor- 
row. I presume they said, “We have been O. K.’d; we have been 
approved by the Department, and the amount of money has.” And 
then there was either a bond sale in sight or a bond sale already made, 
so they went ahead and proceeded to move right out from under some 
entitlement money, 

That is where I agree with Mr. Udall here. That first concept I 
think was what made this bill a good bill. 

I have been under the impression since 1950 that this is one of the 
smoothest pieces of legislation operating in the public interest that 
we have enacted, and doing as much good as any other piece of legis- 
lation. From what I gather now there are quite a few involvements 
here. 

Dr. Browne... Yes; there are. 

Mr. Wier. Personally, with 11 school districts I have never had one 
come to me and say, “Mr. Wier, I want you to introduce a bill because 
we have some money coming.” I am talking about the small percent- 
age schools. While we qualify, they postponed our payments or re- 
served them. Nevertheless we should have gotten some money for 
those years we were entitled to that percent. 

What is your position now! I listened very attentively to your 
presentation of this PEPE and your recommendation on it, but L 
gather now in just plain, simple language that you believe because of 


this problem before we start piecemealing the Quigley bill, the Wain- 


wright bill and the other bill and this bill, that a modification of the act 
ought to take place that would more clearly define entitlements. 

Dr. Browneiu. That is our position. 

Mr. Wier. Has that been your position right along with regard to 
these disputed districts? 

Dr. Browne. I think the position of the Department has been 
to oppose these prowva bills, but I would have to check the record, 
because these bills have been coming in over the years before I came. 

Mr. Wier. A number of us were thinking in terms of Public Law 
815 and Public Law 874, because there are provisions of them that 
expire. 

Dr. Brownetu. Yes. 

Mr. Wier. I was led to believe in March that your Department or 
someone in your Department was favorably inclined toward an ad- 
justment of these bills that were coming in; the Quigley bill, the Wain- 
wright bill and other bills of that nature. I thought that you some- 
what justified them. 

Dr. Browne.u. Well, I think that the best way I can express it is to 
wy that we recognize the conflict that we have been discussing here. 

e are sympathetic with the general point of attempting to encourage 
initiative on the part of school districts, but we recognize that under 
the existing law as it is, which operates on the basis of unhoused chil- 
dren, that this kind of a situation is more ar less inevitable. 

We also recognize that if you attempt to take care of the situation 
of these particular districts that you have other situations that are 
relatively similar. They are not exactly on the same basis, but they 
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will immediately present themselves. They are going to say, “Well, 
you have taken care of these. Why do you not take care of these 
other ones that did not apply because they took it for granted when 
they were down in that low priority there was not going to be any 
more money appropriated so they did not submit an application.” 

Mr. Wier. That is right. 

Dr. Browne... If they were to put in an application they would 
have been entitled to money on the basis that these would be, who 
happened to apply. You get into one of those circular situations 
where you just go around and around and there is no end to it. We 
could not say what the end would be if we started patching in this 
way. 

That, perhaps, is not too clear an answer to your question, but I 
think it is the best I can give. 

Mr. Wier. Yes. I am cognizant of many of the problems we had 
when we were writing this bill. 

Dr. Browne. Yes. 

Mr. Wier. Because of great variances in the school systems in this 
Nation. Very few school districts are—as was used here awhile ago— 
similar, We found those who wanted to creep under the tent on a 
very narrow line of demarcation, but they wanted us to broaden the 
act. There will always be those school districts, out of thousands 
in this Nation, that will feel they are entitled. Most of that was 
pretty well wiped out when this bill began to operate. The line of 
qualification of approvals was pretty well drawn. I only found a 
couple of regulations that created any trouble. One was the school 
districts that qualified properly under applications and got through 
approval as being eligible but found the funds were not there. That 
was not your fault, so you took the priority list. The other question 
of course, was the ates which was often criticized. e had 
a lot of fringe schools. 

Dr. Browne... Yes. 

Mr. Wier. They came within 1 percent of the 6, and they wanted 
us to make that change. You will remember the arguments we used 
to have as to whether it should be 5 percent impact, 8 percent impact, 
10 percent impact or 15 a impact. Every Congressman had a 
fringe school district. So if they had had their way; if there were 
one child in a school building, that would be an impact. 

There were others who wanted to include the cities, like my own 
city of Minneapolis, and count all the Federal employees in Minne- 
apolis and give the Minneapolis School Board enedit for every child 
living in Minneapolis. 

We did have our problems, as you have now. I think this hits at 
the very thing we are trying todo. If the school board has initiative 
and wants to go out and start school construction, trusting they have 

ualified, and then wakes up to find because they had that energy and 

id raise the money they lost the money they could have gotten from 
Uncle Sam—that is the thing that irks us here. 

Mr. Bamey. Doctor, what other problems remain for clearance 
that you have to raise ¢ 

Dr. Browne. I think you wanted to discuss, did you not, the Hays 
bill, the 3-percent absorption ? 

Mr. Barter. Yes; but that is probably too long for this evening. 
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Mr. Wier. That includes about six. 

Mr. Battzy. That includes.a good many of the bills. 

Mr. Wier. All five of my witnesses yesterday were on the 3 percent, 
— Mr. Riley, and he was on the disposal. The other five covered 
that. 

Mr. Bantry. Might I ask you or some of the members of your staff: 
I think maybe it will be possible to hold a hearing tomorrow. 

Mr. Wier. There is no session tomorrow. 

Mr. Barxy. Of the Congress? 

Mr. Wier. Of the House. 

Mr.’ Barry. There will probably be a session of our Committee 
on Education and Labor on the minimum wage. I wonder if we 
could not get together around 1 o’clock tomorrow. 

Dr. Brownext. I think the members of the staff could. I would 
like to beg off, if I could. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Mr. Barer. I presume your staff members will support your posi- 
tion tomorrow. Just tell us briefly what you think of this percentage- 
absorption proposition. They can give us the details and the sup- 
porting data tomorrow, but we would like to have your reaction to it. 

Dr: Brownett. Well, the Hays bill includes more than the 3-percent 
absorption. It calls for the extension of Public Law 874 for an 
additional year. 

On that, as I think I have indicated before, the Department would 
not oppose the extension of that bill for a year. 

When it comes to the 3-percent absorption clause, we do not feel 
we can support further waiver of that 3-percent absorption provi- 
sion. What you get into there again is that if you modify one part 
of the bill and do not modify another part that was set up to balance 
it in terms of eligibility, you throw off the original intent of a balanced 
bill. 

As I recall, one of the arguments that was raised last year about 
the 3-percent absorption was that the districts had not had time to 
prepare for it; therefore they had not adjusted their budgets. The 
indication was that if it were extended and if that provision were 
waived for a year that would give them an opportunity to get their 
budgets in order. A lot of data was provided and can be resubmitted 
for study, indicating the variation in the impact on school districts 
of this 3-percent absorption. 

In the overall budgets the impact on the average would be about 114 
percent. In terms of the amount of Federal funds received it would 
reduce by a very considerable amount the funds that would be received 
in some school districts, up to, I think, 24 percent or more. My figure 
may not be correct on that. 

Mr. Griessy. Up to 100 percent. 

' Dr. Brownetu. Up to 100 percent, so the problem is a fairly complex 
one. 

Just to be very brief, as you have asked, the position that we have 
come to say is that we cannot support the further waiver of the 
3-percent absorption clause as something that we would recommend. 
. Mr. Wier. May I ask on the general overall picture of impacted 
school districts in the United States that have been qualifying, is 
there not some saving being made now by migration of many of 
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these families from a formerly federally impacted district, which 
would bring down the total expenditure? You must have some diffu- 
sion of these schoolchildren that were all in one school, who now have 
migrated around and moved. Are you carrying the same capacity ? 

Mr. Gricssy. The number of applicants increased steadily year-by- 
year. We had about 2,863 this year as compared with 2,600 some last 
year, or about a 200 increase this year. ' 

The payments under section 3—I think that is what we are talking 
about primarily 

Mr. Wier. Yes, that is what I asked the question on. 

Mr. Grisspy. They have continued to increase partly because of 
the increase in the number of federally connected children. ‘There 
is a natural birth increase from the parents who live or work on 
Federal property. And partly it was because of increased rates. 
The cost of the schooling is involved. These payments are geared 
to the local contribution rate in comparable districts. The school 
costs and expenditures have gone up, as they have steadily over these 
past 5 years. The rates of payment under Public Law 874, section 3, 
have gone up also. 

Mr. Wier. This is what I want to put in picture for you: In my 
district we have the Twin City Arsenal, manufacturing 50-millimeter 
shells. Up until last year they employed 12,000 people. Now, many 
of those 12,000 people lived in the area around the ordnance. That 
is where most of my impacted schools are. Between last November 
and now that 12,000 has been reduced to about 5,000. Certainly they 
are not qualifying in those same schools. Many of them have left 
and have gone back to the farm, perhaps. Many of them were farmers 
who came into the war plants. Certainly in my school district you 
have scratched off some. 

Mr. Gricssy. Probably so, although this year for the first time 
under the law we are making payments on the basis of the previous 
year’s average daily attendance, with respect to section 3. 

Mr. Wier. I know that. 

Mr. Griessy. That scratching off would presumably be more accu- 
rately reflected in the next year, rather than in this year. 

Mr. Wier. I thought your application this year would show you 
a tendency. In other words, what you are saying is that it is safe 
of us to say to the Congress that in spite of the fact that we are not 
living in a war economy today with mass production and mass con- 
centration of troops this problem still is mounting. 

Mr. Griessy. And will as long as you have a military budget ap- 
proximating $31 billion or $32 billion a year. There will be new 
activity in one place and a lessening of activity in another. 

Mr. Wier. Well, I suppose the atomic plants pick up everything 
lost in my district. 

Dr. Brownetx. That is right. There is that type of thing and of 
course there is redeployment of the armed services, which makes a 
very considerable difference. 

Mr. Wier. Then there is not any lessening of it? 

Dr. Brownexy. I am afraid not in prospect. 

Mr. Wier. If we lower it to 3 percent what is the chance of getting 
1 percent in a couple of years? Would that not be attractive? 





r. Brownewu. I am afraid I cannot answer that. 
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Mr. Battry. Doctor, the committee appreciates your presence here. 
You have been very patient and we have been rather inquisitive in 
asking questions, but I am sure the committee members—— 

Mr. Wier. We are refreshing our memories. 

Mr. Batry. Were just a little bit rusty on some of the matters. 
At the same time, we needed additional information on some of the 
problems that come up in the pending proposals. 


I am sure that your staff will be able to follow on from where we 
left off. 


Dr. Browne. Yes. 

Mr. Battery. I think I shall fix the meeting tomorrow at 1:15. The 
House is not in session. 

Mr. Wier. We shall have to find a meeting place, because Mr. 
Barden is going to hold hearings all day tomorrow. 

Dr. BrowNELL. We are always happy to meet with the committee 
and provide any information we can. 

Mr. Battey. Let us try to make it at 1:15 tomorrow. We can get 
into these problems in greater detail then. 

Dr. Browne. I am sorry I cannot be here tomorrow. 

Mr. Batter. I am sure your associates will be able to handle the 
matter. 

Mr. Batter. The committee will now hear Congressman Jarman. 
Tf it will not inconvenience you, we will hear you the first thing 


tomorrow, or we can hear you now. Do you plan to be out of the 
city? 


STATEMENT OF HON, JOHN JARMAN, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF OKLAHOMA 


Mr. JARMAN. Mr. Chairman, I have a committee meeting in the 
morning myself. We are marking up the foreign-aid bill. 

Mr. Barter. How about at 1:15? That is when the committee 
will meet tomorrow. 

Mr. Jarman. Tomorrow afternoon? I certainly hate to keep you 
at this hour tonight. 

Mr. Battery. I should like to have more members of the committee 
hear your — than just we two here. However, we will be glad 
to stay and hear you. 

Mr. JARMAN. I hate to hold you at this hour, but I do not know. 

Mr. Wier. Sit down and proceed. You could present it while we 
are discussing it. 

Mr. Jarman. I had another program planned for the rest of the 
day tomorrow. 

Mr. Batter. All right. 

Mr. Wier. Just sit down over there and tell us about it. 

Mr. Rosert C. Wrison. Mr. Chairman, I am Congressman Wilson of 
California. I will come back tomorrow, if that is agreeable. 

Mr. Wier. Fine. I do remember asking you to come over. We will 
hear the Congressman at 1:15 tomorrow, before we take up the De- 
partment. 

Mr. Jarman. Mr. Chairman, it is a privilege to appear before you. 
I will bear in mind the lateness of the hour. I do think, considering 
the complexity of the legislative subject with which you deal and on 


64315—55——7 
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which I should like to comment briefly, that I should like to run 
through the 214 page statement I have, which covers it. I will abbre- 
viate where I can on it. 

I might say I have prepared language which is designed to correct 
what seems to be an inequity. 

I wish to add my approval to the extension of this legislation 
and especially to the elimination of the 3 percent absorption in sec- 
tion 305. Unless this is done, the aid now received by schools in 
Oklahoma will be reduced approximately one-third with many of them 
completely eliminated from this assistance. 

In addition to supporting the extension with this change, I have pre- 
pared language which is designed to correct what. seems to be an 
inequity which occurred during the period from July 1, 1952, to 
June 30, 1954, when Public Law 246 was in force. I am — 
this language to the committee rather than introducing it as a: bill, 
so the committee may consider it along with other proposed changes, 
and in relationship to the legislation you are considering now. 

This is the heart of what 1 would present to the committee: When 
Public Law 246 was enacted as an extension of Public Law 815, the 
Federal payment for children working on Federal property but living 
in private ouside was reduced from 70 percent of the cost of mini- 
mum facilities to 50 percent of the cost. Considerable testimony was 
given at that time indicating that this reduction would fail to meet 
the need in some of the most heavily impacted distniets. 

In view of this possibility, the committee Report No. 702 on this 
legislation states : 


The new section 308 authorizes a special fund equal to not more than 10 per- 
cent of the amounts appropriated for any fiscal year, in order to afford some 
flexibility in the working of the formulas and other limitations in the new title 
in unusual cases. 

Public Law 246 charged the Commissioner of Education with the 
responsibility of determining the criteria by which such additional 
grants would be approved. 

Mr. Bautey. That is, grants out of that 10 percent? 

Mr. Jarman. Yes, sir. He was charged with setting up the criteria 
for qualifying for that. 

The Commissioner of Education published this criteria in the Fed- 
eral Register on October 21, 1953, and among other requirements, 
stated that in order to be eligible for consideration under this section 
it would be necessary for the applicant to show an increase in the num- 
ber of federally connected children equal to 20 percent of the estimated. 
active membership on June 30, 1954. This law was again extended 
as Public Law 731 during the 2d session of the 83d Congress, for 
another 2-year period without any changes in section 308 of the legis- 
iation. Under the same authority and responsibility for determining, 
the Commissioner of Education caused to publiaiied in the Federal 
Register on October 15, 1954, the criteria determining eligibility under 
section 308 for the pone of July 1, 1954, to June 30, 1956. The 
growth requirement for this 2-year period was reduced to 10 percent— 


it was 20 percent before, for the other 2-year period—of the average 
daily membership of the applicant district for the 1953-54 school 
year. Thus, the requirement for the extended 2-year period was less 

if as high a percentage of increase as that required for the 


than one-ha 
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previous 2-year period under the same legislation. In pointing this 
out, it is not intended to be a criticism of the Commissioner of Educa- 
tion, but is simply a basic fact in support of the amendment suggested 
to correct the inequities resulting from the higher requirement. 

During the 2-year period which schools made application under 
246, only 4 or 5 districts made application for funds under section 
308, and I believe only 1 of these applicants met the 20-percent growth 
requirement. One of the schools located in my congressional dis- 
trict—the Midwest City school system—had a growth of only 18.36 
percent and thus failed to receive funds under this title, even though 
it would have been well above the growth requirement for the present 
2-year period. Some other facts concerning the federally caused 
problem in this school district which would seem to qualify it as an 
‘unusual case” referred to in the committee report are: 

(a) One of the larger Federal installations, Oklahoma City air 
materiel area, including Tinker Air Force Base, is located wholly 
within this school district where, at the present time, there are ap- 
proximately 20,000 civilians and 5,000 sidbitary personnel employed. 
Since this installation was located in this school district, the pupil 
membership in this school district has increased from 200 pupils to 
more than 9,000. The parents of approximately 55 percent of this 
a load are either civilians employed on this Federal property or 
military personnel stationed there. 

(b) During the 2-year period, July 1, 1952, to June 30, 1954, the 
school population increased by more than 2,600 pupils with 1,584 of 
them being eligible for the normal Federal assistance under Public 
Law 246. The other 1,000 were not eligible under this legislation even 
though it is quite obvious that this additional increase resulted indi- 
rectly from the Federal installation. Thus, without special consider- 
ation as provided in section 308, this school district would be respon- 
sible for financing the school construction for 50 percent of the 1,584 
Federal children and 100 percent of the 1,000 non-Federal children. 
Certainly no school district can adjust to this responsibility without 
special consideration. 

(c) The results are that these children do not have minimum school 
facilities. During the 2-year period Public Law 851 was in force, the 
Federal Government anemael’ 70 percent of the cost of minimum 
facilities and this school district with its own local funds and Federal 
assistance was able to provide school facilities for all but approxi- 
mately 400 of its pupils as of June 30, 1952. During the next 2-year 
period, it received $792,000 of Federal funds which provided honsin 
for 853 pupils and spent $309,000 (all it could raise) of its own loca 
funds which house 552 pupils for a total of 1,333 of the 2,600 pupil 
growth. Thus, it failed to house approximately one-half of the in- 
creased pupil load during this 2-year period. Since the current law 
providing continued assistance for school construction cannot assist in 
providing facilities for these unhoused children of the previous period, 
the condition at the expiration of Public Law 246 will remain. This 
largely accounts for the fact that the United States Office of Education 
estimate 2,757 pupils without minimum facilities in this school district 
during the current 2-year period. 

I understand that another school— Ysleta, Tex.—which made appli- 
cation under section 308, is in a similar position because of the restric- 
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tions which this language is intended to correct. The information on 
this school may also be obtained by the committee. 

In view of these facts, I respectfully urge the committee to consider 
correcting this inequity in order that these children may have at least 
minimum school facilities. 

Now, the suggested amendment that I have offered simply for con- 
sideration by the committee would provide: 


Section 308 of the act of September 23, 1950 (Public Law 815, 8ist Cong.), as 
amended, is amended by adding at the end thereof the following new sentence: 

“Where a local educational agency filed an application for payments under this 
section before June 30, 1954, and such agency met all the requirements established 
for approval of such application except the 20-percent requirement as to children 
countable for payments under this title (45 C. F. R. 1954 Supp. 107.8 (b) (2)), 
the Commissioner shall make such payments without regard to such requirement 
if the number of children countable for the purposes of such requirement was 
equal to 10 percent or more of the average daily membership of the applicant 


agency for the school year 1953-54.” 

Mr. Baty. I take it you are predicating this proposal on the 
ground that if there had been 10 percent fixed in the first 2 years of 
operation you would have qualified ? 

Mr. Jarman. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Barry. We will have to ascertain the Department view 
tomorrow. 

Mr. Jarman. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Battery. I would suggest you come up with an explanation of 
your reason for reducing that percentage from 20 to 10. 

Mr. Wier. Who drew up this amendment? 

Mr. Batter. I take it this is Mr. Jarman’s. 

Mr. Wier. I mean, the legislative committee or the Department? 

Mr. Barey. Is that your work? 

Mr. Jarman. Yes, that is right. 

Mr. Wier. Your own work? 

Mr. Jarman. Yes. I would say this, Mr. Wier: That it is simply 
a suggestion. If the committee were inclined to qualify, in addition 
to those who made actual application, any educational agency, local 

ency, that could qualify under that 10 percent, I would have no 
objection. I am simply presenting to the committee an inequity that 
we believe exists and that is exemplified in my district, urging con- 
sideration on your part toward a solution that we urgently need. 

Mr. Wier. i assume that the district you make note of here in Texas 
is the Thornberry District ? 

Mr. Jarman. Yes, it is near E] Paso. 

Mr. Wier. He appeared before our committee yesterday and had 
very much the same problem. [ 

Mr. Jarman. I did not realize that the presentation of the same 
problem had been made, or I would have condensed this, certainly. 

Mr. Wier. Approximately the same, 

Mr. JARMAN. id thought this was an initial presentation. 

Mr. Wier. I think this is a little broader. 

Mr. Jarman. One of the things, gentlemen, I would urge you to 
keep in mind, is that apparently, from all the information I have been 
able to gather, most school men over the country did not know of their 


chances or of the possibilities of trying to qualify under this section 
308, a fact which may be rep by the fact that only a few appli- 
cations were filed. My understanding is that the school men them- 
selves did not have much information on this section at that time, or 
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there would have been, in all probability, many more applications 
filed in an effort to qualify. But the fact that the Department reduced 
it to 10 percent for the next 2-year period, we feel, is in itself indica- 
tive of the fact that it recognized that a 20-percent qualifying figure 
was high, as was evidenced by the fact that only one school agency 
qualified at that time. 

It means, of course, that the basic and primary problem that you 
have, and which I'am conscious of, and would submit to the committee, 
is that 1,000 to 1,500 youngsters remain unhoused, and I am doing my 
best to try and urge the committee’s consideration of that problem, and 
to somehow qualify them for this special provision that the Congress 
wrote into the law. 

Mr. Wier. Well, you were fortunate to have the committee this 
afternoon hear the Department originally on this. As a matter of 
fact, we were just getting into it, and even some of us who were here 
writing this bill find quite a different picture. 

Mr. Jarman. I want to thank you for taking the time to hear this 
statement. 

Mr. Battery. I am afraid there will be some complications, but we 
appreciate your coming here, and you may be assured that your prob- 
lem will receive serious consideration from the committee. 

Thank you very much. 

Mr. Jarman. Thank you very much, gentlemen. 

Mr. Batter. We have received a communication from Hon. Edward 
P. Boland, a Member of Congress from the State of Massachusetts, in 
regard to this matter, to which is attached a telegram from Mr. John 
L. Fitzpatrick, superintendent of schools in Chicopee, Mass. 

Without objection, the communications will be inserted into the 
record at this point. 

(The communications referred to follow :) 


CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES, 
HousE oF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, D. C., June 23, 1955. 
Hon. CLEVELAND M. BAILEY, 
Committee on Education and Labor, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR COLLEAGUE: Enclosed you will find the telegram which I received from 
Mr. John L. Fitzpatrick, superintendent of schools in Chicopee, Mass., relative 
to the extension of and amendment to Public Laws 815 and 874. 

I would appreciate your recording me in favor of these proposals. 

Thanking you and with every good wish, I am, 

Sincerely yours, 


Epwarp P. BotanD. 


SPRINGFIELD, Mass., June 22, 1955. 
Congressman EpwARD BOLAND, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, D. C. 

Understand Congressman Bailey, chairman and Education Committee now 
hearing Congressmen on extension of and amendment to Public Law 815 and 874. 
Would appreciate your support. Please contact Congressman Bailey regarding 
our favorable interests in this legislation. Kindest personal regards. 

JOHN L. FirzPaATRIOCK, 
Superintendent of Schools, Chicopee, Mass. 


Mr. Barer. The committee will now stand adjourned until 1:15 
p. m., tomorrow afternoon. 

(Thereupon, at 5:05 p. m., the committee adjourned, to meet again 
at 1:15 p. m., Friday, June 24, 1955.) 
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FRIDAY, JUNE 24, 1955 


House or REPRESENTATIVES, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON ASSISTANCE TO SCHOOL 
Districts AFFECTED BY FEDERAL ACTIVITIES, 
CoMMITTEE ON EpucATION AND LABOR, 
Washington, D. C. 

The subcommittee met, at 1:30 p. m., pursuant to recess, in room 
429, House Office Building, Hon, Cleveland M. Bailey (chairman of 
the subcommittee) presiding. 

Mr. Bartey. The committee will come to order. 

When the committee concluded its hearings yesterday, we had not 
completed the presentation by the Department of Education. We 
had covered such matters as the Indian reservation amendments, the 
one having to do with transfer of title of school buildings, I believe, 
affecting the situation in South Carolina and Georgia, the special bill 
by Congressman Quigley, of the Pennsylvania district, and Congress- 
man Wainwright. 

On this we had considerable discussion, but arrived at no definite 
understanding as to the final determination of the problem. 

We had also taken up a discussion on the situation involved in the 
Thornberry bill and one by Congressman Jarman, of Oklahoma, 
affecting title 308 on which we had not completed discussion. 

Now, it was my understanding when we recessed yesterday that we 
would resume the discussion of the possible effects of the Wainwright- 
Quigley bills and also the question raised by the Congressman from 
Oklahoma, Mr. Jarman. 

I think possibly the idea was that questions would be raised by 
members of the committee and that the staff could supply the infor- 
mation. But if the staff has some data that they retetied to yes- 
terday that would bear on the matter we had under discussion, I think 
it would be a good time to present it at this time. 

Dr. Grigsby, I believe there was a statement made that some data 
would be supplied. I think it was—— 


STATEMENTS OF DR. RALL I. GRIGSBY, ASSISTANT COMMISSIONER, 
DIVISION OF SCHOOL ASSISTANCE IN FEDERALLY AFFECTED 
AREAS, OFFICE OF EDUCATION; REGINALD CONLEY, ASSISTANT 
GENERAL COUNSEL, DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND 
WELFARE; AND JOHN HUGHES, OFFICE OF EDUCATION 


Dr. Griessy. You are referring to the Quigley-Wainwright ? 

Mr. Battery. Was not there some data we were going to have on 
those 27 districts? I remember Dr. Brownell supplied the files on 
what the overall cost would be to take care of those 27 districts. 
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Dr. Griessy. The data on that was contained in the Congressional 
Record of February 8, 1955, in the appendix, page 8744. It was 
inserted by Congressman Quigley and it contained a table listing 
those 27 school districts, I believe it is, who suffered a reduction in their 
payment under Public Law 815 by reason of the fact that they had 
proceeded to construct school facilities with their own funds between 
the first and the final cutoff date. 

That table indicates a total amount of loss in Federal allowance of 
$5,945,109. 

Mr. BatLry. May I ask, was that offered and inserted in the record 
yesterday ? 

Dr. Griespy. Yes, sir. 

(The material referred to is printed on p. 35.) 

Mr. Battry. Do you have the data on the other 25 districts ? 
pdr. Griessy. They are all in this table, if you want to incorporate 
them. 

Mr. Batiery. I believe they should be in the hearing because the 
committee will want to discuss some of those districts. 

Were those pretty widely scattered over the Nation? 

Dr. Griessy. Fourteen States, I believe—California, Colorado, 
Connecticut, Florida, Maryland, Michigan, Montana, New York, Ohio, 
Pennsylvania, Rhode Island, Texas, Washington, and Wisconsin. 

Mr. Barey. Was the total involved—I think that was close to 
$6 million ? 

Dr. Griaspy. Yes; just under $6 million. 

Mr. Baer. That ought to be sufficient for the committee to take 
consideration on. 

Now, let us pass on to the matter raised by the Congressman from 
Oklahoma. 

Mr. Wier. Wait a minute. I think we settled about three situa- 
tions yesterday. The biggest problem we have here, and most of those 
we have here are on reentitlement or the extension that affects a lot 
of them. 

As I got it yesterday, Mr. Grigsby, Mr. Brownell felt that he would 
like to do this job to meet these needs in a more concentrated way than 
piecemeal, as he called it. 

Now, will you recite again for my benefit the question that Mr. 
Brownell raised yesterday with the entitlement? I think that is 
where the most money is involved, the entitlement, those that are 
asking for reentitlement or reinstatement of the entitlement? Is that 
the one that has the most involvement, or is it the Wainwright 
extension ¢ 

Dr. Griessy. This series of bills—there are several identical bills, 
1 by Mr. Wainwright, 1 by Mr. Quigley, and 1 by Mr. Hyde—which 
would retroactively state that the contracts entered into by these 
school districts, these 27 school districts, between the first cutoff date 
by which they had filed their application and the final cutoff date 
when they were reached on the priority list in terms of available ap- 
propriation should not be considered in reducing the number of their 
unhoused children, which is the limitation on the Federal payment in 
terms of the law. 
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In other words, it would retroactively say as respects these 27 school 
districts that these amounts of money shown in the table totaling just 
under $6 million should be available. 

I would point out to the committee that the bills are silent as to how 
those funds are to be reinstated. Assuming that some have gone 
ahead and constructed all the needed school facilities, will they be 
reimbursed in the amount that they lost by reason of this reduction 
in their unhoused children, or will they be asked to submit projects 
which they propose to construct with these additional funds? 

Mr. Barry. Now, the fact of the matter is, Dr. Grigsby, the posi- 
tion of the Department is that by reason of their letting these con- 
tracts and thereby removing a considerable number of unhoused chil- 
dren, they were unable to claim the full amount they were entitled to 
because they did not have the unhoused children still unhoused. 

Now, you assumed that when they let that contract the facilities 
would house those children. Now, I want to ask the question as to 

“what the situation is in those school districts. 

They voted a certain amount of finances to match the money avail- 
able from the Federal Government. If that was by a bond issue will 
that halt the construction of the building, or will the county have to 
vote additional bonds and if they fail to get this Federal money— 
what is the status of those buildings? 

Some of them are not completed yet, are they ? 

Dr. Gricssy. Those that they construct with their own funds? 

Mr. Bamey. Yes. 

Dr. Griessy. I wouldn’t know what the status of those buildings 
may be. Presumably they were under sufficient urgency of need for 
school housing to Piccan'§ to let their contracts, and I assume they 
were trying to get them ready for occupancy by this fall. 

Mr. Wier. The Department of Education has taken a position on 
the language of Public Law 246. Perhaps some of us are not paying 
too much attention to the language in their reversal of former policy 
under 815. The interpretation of the law you place on it now could 
not have been placed on it at that time. 

Did those school districts, any of them, or all of them, make their 
original application for participation and qualification under 815, 
or were they made after 246 was made? 

Dr. Griesspy. These were all applicants, sir, under Public Law 246, 
which is the extension of the old Public Law 815, adding title ITT. 

Mr. Wrer. I know, but what I am trying to find out is if they have 
a justified claim. 

Originally they were to receive entitlements before 246 was passed, 
but because of a delay in time and with the passage of 246 they find 
themselves penalized from the amount they would have got originally 
under 815. 

Dr. Gricssy. These are all new projects in terms of Public Law 
246, title ITI. 

Mr. Barry. What was the date when 246 went into effect? 

Dr. Griespy. August 8, 1953. 

Mr. Battery. Your cutoff date was—— 

Dr. Griessy. November 24, 1953. 
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These districts filed before that first cutoff date. The funds appro- 
priated, $70 million, of which $62 million was available for title ITI, 
were not sufficient to pay all of the maximum authorized payments 
for the 611 districts that submitted applications before that cutoff date. 

Consequently, they had to be put in order of priority. The funds 
available would permit us to reach projects with a priority of 22. 
Projects with a priority less than 22 could not be reached until we had 
additional appropriations. 

Those additional appropriations were not made until July 2, 1954. 

Meanwhile, the statute itself set June 30, 1954, as the final date for 
the receipt of applications. It was after that date that funds became 
available. 

Meanwhile, after this first cutoff date of November 24, 1953, these 
districts were under sufficient pressure for additional school facilities, 
they went ahead and let their contracts for school facilities, thus 
reducing the number of unhoused. 

When we could reach them with the second appropriation, July 2, 
1954, we had to check again as to the number o Mo children 
they had as of June 30, under the terms of the act. 

We had to count as available school facilities those school facilities 
for which they had contracted after November 24, 1953. That reduced 
the amount of their maximum grant. 

Mr. Wier. Let me ask you this question—— 

Mr. Batter. Before you do, right there on that one point, had 
Congress acted on the 30th day of June instead of the 2d of J uly, and 
it had been available before the cutoff date, would that have changed 
the situation ? 

Dr. Griessy. No. That cutoff date, June 30, 1954, was set by the 
statute. 

Mr. Batmey. Yes, I understand. 

Your other date was set by the Department because they wanted 
them to get their applications in as early as possible so that they 
would be processed ; is that it? 

Dr. Griessy. That is right. It was set by lation. 

Mr. Wier. Let me ask you this question Secale clarification : 

The Wainwright 27 districts, does that includes or exclude the 
Quigley ? 

Dr. Grigspy. It is identical. 

Mr. Wier. So when we are talking about the 27, we are talking 
about the Quigley bill, too? 

Dr. Griessy. That is right. 

Mr. Bauey. Yes. 

Mr. Wier. Out of these 27 schools that by default did not receive 
the total amount of money that they were originally entitled to, did all 
of them get some share of their entitlement? Or were any of them 
left out completely ? 

Dr. Gricssy. Ten of those 27 received part. 

Mr. Wier. Quigley is one of the 10 that did not receive any ? 

Dr. Griessy. That is right. 

Mr. Barter. He did get some? 

Dr. Griessy. No, Carlyle School District was eliminated. entirely. 
They had housed all of their unhoused children. 

Mr. Wier. That clears that picture for me. 
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Mr. Wutson. I listened to the testimony yesterday. I understood 
Dr. Brownell to say it was not the attitude of the Department to work 
against the districts who showed the initiative in going ahead and 
trying to house their students. That is what these 27 school districts 
have done, that is why they are not entitled to it. They were not sure 
this money was going to be available. They had these unhoused 
students. 

So even though they got the entitlement, they went ahead and built 
schoolrooms and then found themselves unqualified for it. 

Through showing some initiative they were penalized a bit. 

One thing I would like to ask Dr. Grigsby. He stated he felt that 
the wording was not clear in Quigley’s bill and Wainwright and Hyde 
andothers. Itsays quite plainly here that: 

Notwithstanding the preceding provisions of this section che Federal share of 
cost of any such project for which payments are made on the basis of applica- 
tion filed on or before November 24, 1953, shall be determined without regard 
to any school construction contract entered into after that date. 

It says quite clearly, at least to my way of thinking, that it was in- 
tended that the Federal Government would merely reimburse the 
school districts for the Federal share of those projects which had 
those entitlements. 

You seem to feel there was some question as to how it should be 
paid, whether they would qualify through having to build additional 
schools with that money. 

Dr. Griessy. My point is that the language is not quite clear be- 
cause an application in terms of that law includes part II of the ap- 
plication submitting a definite project. If they go ahead constructing 
that project with their own funds, then the only way you can give 
them this additional amount this bill would call for would either be 
against a new project which they submitted and wanted to con- 
struct 

Mr. Baixey. If they still have unhoused pupils. 

Dr. Griessy. Yes. If they don’t have unhoused pupils, shouldn’t 
im language be clarified to indicate that you are going to reimburse 
them ¢ 

Mr. Witson. You speak of reimbursement rather than a share / 

Dr. Griespy. That is right. 

Mr. Wuson. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I am sorry to interrupt. 

Mr. Battery. Then it is a matter for the determination of the 
committee. We can take care of the language. 

Dr. Griessy. We pointed out also yesterday, Mr. Chairman, that 
these House bills, three of them that have been under discussion, apply 
only to Public Law 246 before it was extended by Public Law 731. 
There is a fourth bill before this committee—I believe it is the Miller 
bill—which applies not only retroactively to these 27 projects but 
applies also to all applications submitted under Public Law 731 
oe Public Law 246. These applications are presently be- 

ore us. 

Mr. Barter. What date was 731 passed ? 

Dr. Griessy. August of last summer, was it not ? 

Mr. Contey. August 31, 1954. 

Dr. Griessy. The point is that if it is equitable to retroactively 
amend the law to pay these 27 school districts, you will have the same 
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situation under 731 in the next 2-year period, the one that we are 
now in, unless the law is modified appropriately with respect to this 
2-year period. 

That is what the Miller bill attempts to do with this language. 

Mr. Battery. That is the same as the Butler bill in the Senate. 

Dr. Griessy. Yes. 

Mr. Wier. Let me speak of this as I feel about it, and I have been 
in on this ever since the impact bill. As a matter of fact, I was a 
member of the committee that visited all over this eastern part of 
the country. 

I gather that there is a feeling even in your department that there 
is a certain element of unfairness in this unfortunate situation, and 
I think down deep in the hearts of the administration over there, at 
least I feel that > thew school districts, whether it was of any part of 
their lack of knowledge or information, certainly have received at 
least unfair treatment in a justified claim that they have under the 
terms of the original bill aiid the intent of the Congress. 

Now some of us must have been asleep when we permitted 246 to 
pass as you have interpreted it; that would have deprived these 
schools. 

I just cannot justify, and I do not want to make a speech here, but 
I just cannot justify the intent of Congress here, and I remember 
definitely that we were to encourage incentive, and that the qualifi- 
cations in the bill and the application that the school district made 
was that they must exert every effort within their power and their 
resources to help themselves and we would take care of the Govern- 
ment’s share of the responsibility in each of these school districts. 

Now, for the first 2 years of operation of this bill it worked very 
smoothly except that you could not take care of all of them due to lack 
of appropriation. 

But now we have a new angle here that complicates the picture con- 
siderably. This is the major problem to me, Mr. Chairman, this ques- 
tion of these 27 school districts. If I was out on the street now, 
I would probably use the term “gyp.” Is that a good term? I think 
the Department itself would recognize that we are guided in our 
Department by the language and the interpretation of our counsel of 
the law, granted that might be a correct interpretation. 

I would vote on this committee to provide that those school districts 
got what they had honestly coming to them. 

Mr. Contry. On the philosophy of the law itself, Public Law 246, 
right or wrong, the Department advocated and the Congress enacted 
a law which geared the payment to the need for housing—not to the 
number of children alone, but to the need of any school district for 
additional housing. 

Now, in any one of these kinds of laws, it seems to me no one should 
proceed retroactively with both a “need for housing” test and an 
“entitlement” test. 

I think any misgivings some of us in the Department may have, 
center around that whole change in concept from the earlier law, which 
was an entitlement concept, to a need for facilities concept. 

What troubles us in going back retroactively at this point is the 
inequity that you do to many districts other than the 27 who would be 
helped by this bill when, in effect, retroactively, you change the law 
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as respects the 27 and put them on an entitlement concept whereas 
some, and probably many more school districts, are still stuck with the 
need for facilities concept. 

You cannot do equity unless you go back and retroactively change 
the whole law and then you encounter such administrative problems, 
as well as problems of the most effective use of limited Federal funds, 
that you just do not even dwell seriously on it. 

These 27 school districts in my way of thinking have no greater 
equities than school districts who, because they felt they would not 
ever reach priority, filed no application at all on the first cutoff date. 

Had they filed an application, even though the funds were not avail- 
able to reach them on that date, they might well have become entitled 
to substantial sums along with these 27 if the bill is changed. 

There are other districts who built schools before the first cutoff date. 
Every school they built before the first cutoff date operated to reduce 
their payment. The bill does not help them. 

So it is the complication of singling out 27 and inevitably doing 
inequity to many others. 

Mr. Wrer. Let me remind you, as was said so well yesterday by 
the staff here, if these 27 schools instead of being under pressure for 
immediate construction in spite of all of the problems that confronted 
them in getting the revenue, if they had said to themselves, “Well, we 
will wait until we get our money,” they would have gotten the money, 
would they not, for which they qualified? Is not that true? 

Mr. Contry. Yes; I think any bill that gears a payment to the need 
for more housing inevitably has that wrong incentive, because you 
have to determine the need as of some date, and whatever date you 
pick, any school contracted for before that date will count against you. 
If, for example, we changed the act as proposed im the bill now, any 
school that proceeded between July 1 and the first cutoff date to build 
a school would be losing money. 

So you still have an incentive for them to wait until at least the first 
cutoff. You have not changed your incentive as regards those schools. 

Mr. Wrer. I am as aware of that as you are. 

In opening this up, whether we open it up in Quigley’s district or 
whether we open it in the 27, there are bound to be involvements fol- 
lowing those 27 and right down the line you will have the charge of 
inequity. 

Tthivkc Mr. Bailey and I realize that. I think the committee will 
realize that solving this problem is not going to cure something behind 
it. 

Mr. Contey. One more thing, sir, these districts of the 27 who were 
entirely eliminated, who were so reduced that they got nothing, the 
17, as I recall, the fact is that as of June 30, 1954, counting the schools 
that they had under contract, there were no unhoused children in those 
school districts. 

So you raise the question, assuming a limited amount of Federal 
money, should it be used to help out those districts which apparently 
were a oom their own resources to build their school plants up to 
adequac 

r. - A Mr. Conley, as a member of the bar and a practicin 
attorney, what would be your candid opinion, frank opinion? Coul 
anything have happened to break the implied contract between those 
school boards and the Congress of the United States? Did anything 
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happen between the first cutoff date and the second cutoff date to in- 
validate this contract ? 

It was in the nature of a contract; it was an agreement. 

Before they decided to go to court about it? 

Mr. Contey. The school districts? 

Mr. Battzy. Just be frank with the committee. 

Mr. Coney. I see no room in the act as written for any different in- 
terpretation than was given to it. The act is very specific on the point. 

Mr. Barer. Would you not be pinned down to this contention, it 
was an overt act of theirs, in letting the contract they had violated 
an agreement of the Government when the Government had entered in 
an obligation to pay them so much money at the time of the final cutoff 
date fixed in the bill itself? 

Mr. Contey. No, because the word “entitle” does not appear. 

Mr, Battey. That shows the appropriation was not available until 
the first day of July, you know. 

Mr. Contry. I don’t think anyone could construe the amended law 
as setting up an entitlement in the sense that you have in mind. 

Mr. Battery. We are not talking about the old law; we are talking 
about 246 and that amount you said they were entitled to on the basis 
of their unhoused children was in the nature of their entitlement ? 

Mr. Contry. No, sir; the law does not even use the word “entitle.” 
Tt talks in terms of the maximum that they could possibly get. In that 
respect Public Law 246 is quite different from Public Law 815. 

Mr. Bary. Now, if they were notified of the highest amount they 
were entitled to based on the unhoused children ? 

Mr. Contzy. Provided they had unhoused children. 

Dr. Griessy. They were notified of the number of children in these 
several categories who had been approved. Now, they could make 
their own calculation in terms of State average cost of constructing 
minimum school facilities, but roughly what that would amount to, 
but it was not a firm entitlement in the sense that you use the term. 

Mr. Bamy. Dr. Grigsby, at what time did it come to the attention 
of the Department that they were letting contracts between those two 
cutoff dates? 

Dr. Griessy. Mr. Chairman, in the case of several of these districts 
they specifically contacted the Division of School Assistance in Fed- 
erally Affected Areas. They notified us that they were under the 
necessity of proceeding with their contracts. They had been told 
what their priority position was. They wanted to know if they could 
be reached. 

We informed them definitely they could not be reached with the 
appropriation, with the first:appropriation available, that if they pro- 
ceeded to contract for these facilities with their own funds they would 
thereby reduce the amount of their unhoused, the number of their un- 
housed children, and thereby reduce the amount of the maximum 
Federal allowance. 

‘They did it knowingly and wittingly, but they did it as was pointed 
out yesterday, because they were under pressure from their com- 
munity to get construction underway in order to provide school facili- 
ties for these young people, 

Mr. Wier. en they were advised that they had solved their own 
problem by your Department in reply to an inquiry from the Congress 
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were they incensed about it, or did they feel they were on the job and 
that is O. K.? 

Did not they put in claims except to their Congressmen ? 

Dr. Griessy. They didn’t put in claims except to their Congressmen 
and then I think pretty much after the final cutoff date after they were 
reached and they were reduced by the amount indicated in the table in 
the record. 

Mr. Wier. I was trying to find their reaction. Was it an unpleasant 
reaction ? 

Dr. Griessy. Yes; I think it was. 

Mr. Battzy. Was there a formal notice of the Department sent, or 
did this information come to them when they came to see the Depart- 
ment about it? What was the form of that notice? 

Dr. Griessy. That if they proceeded with the letting of contracts 
they would get their payment reduced. 

Mr. Baier. Yes. 

Dr. Griessy. I don’t believe there was a forma! notice to that effect 
unless they had sent in a specific written inquiry. 

Mr. Batter. In reply to that you pointed out the danger they were 
heading into by doing that? 

Dr. Griessy. Yes. 

Mr. Wier. Now, those 17 that fully constructed enough classrooms 
for their total enrollment, now have no claim at all; have they? 

Dr. Griessy. That is right. 

Mr. Wier. Until they can show further enrollment of impacted chil- 
dren, their application is out and any return is out? 

. Griespy. That is right. They can come under the extension 
of title IIZ under Public Law 731, but they have to come under it in 
terms of a new increase, on a new base period, June 30, 1954, to June 
30, 1956. 

Mr. Bamay. That is under this new Public Law 371? 

Dr. Gricssy. 731. 

Mr. Baer. That is just a reenactment of 246 without change? 

Dr. Griespy. Yes; that isright. It simply extends for 2 additional 
years title ITI of Public Law 246. 

Mr. Wier. Is there any bill to extend Public Law 815? 

Dr. Griessy. Not before the committee. There is a bill before the 
committee to extend title IV of Public Law 246 to expire as of the 
same date as the expiration now set for title III, June 30, 1956. 

Mr. Wier. That is what I was referring to. 

Mr. Contzy. There is not the same problem, as I understand it, or, 
let us say, there is not the same necessity for extending 815 at this 
session as there is for extending 874. 

Mr. Bantry. The emergency is not as great ? 

Mr. Conter. That is right. 

Mr. Wier. Then, Mr. Chairman, I can assume, as far as the admin- 
istration is concerned, they recommend against these bills, these 27 
bills. Is that a correct position ? 

Dr. Griessy. That position was set forth yesterday by the Commis- 
sioner. It is incorporated in the record in terms of the official report. 

Mr. Contey. I think, sir, the only fair way to answer that is to read 
the report. 

Mr. Wier. I gathered from Mr. Brownell yesterday, in suniming up 
all these amendments pending in our subcommittee, that he preferred 
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to do an overall job rather than a piecemeal job, but he did accept 
2 or 3 provisions that we submitted to him er. 

Mr. Coney. As amendments, but on this overall coverage I think 
he said yesterday—— 

Mr. Barer. I think his reason was in effect it was the same lan- 
guage that Mr. Wilson read a minute ago that related to penalize 
somebody who had actively shown interest and wanted to meet the 
situation. 

I believe he expressed a feeling of that kind. He sort of left the 
feeling open that the committee might give some consideration to it, 
even though it was over their formal objection. 

Is that your interpretation of it, Mr. Conley ¢ 

Mr. Contry. Yes, sir; on the Department position on the Quigley 
and Wainwright and Hyde bills, I think our position is that we 
would recommend that this whole matter of entitlement against need 
for facilities, the whole matter of what to do about Public Law 815 
be held over until the next session, at which time we will be prepared 
with comprehensive recommendations. 

Mr. Batter. Would those recommendations progress enough to 
know whether they would handle this situation or not? 

Mr. Contey. I feel reasonably sure, sir, that for the future we would 
seek to avoid these situations. As for the past-—— 

Mr. Battery. That does not improve the present situation, because 
they are eligible right now if they have unhoused children. 

Mr. Conuer. That is right. 

Mr. Barry. Those same districts. 

Mr. Wier. Come June 30 and we hold in abeyance this question 
of entitlement extension, retroactive, what is going to happen to the 
school districts? 

Dr. Gricspy. Let me put it this way: Under the extension of the 
act by 731, a cutoff date for the receipt of applications was set, De- 
cember 1, 1954. Applications were received. An eet was 
made by the Congress, this ponent Congress, a eo appro- 
priation in the amount of $70 million, part of which is made up by 
reappropriation of any balance under the previous appropriation for 
school construction. 

Not all of the school] districts applying by that December 1 cutoff 
date can be covered, all their projects cannot be covered, with this 

70 million that.is available. 

So we will have to set another cutoff date. The statute itself sets 
one of June 30, 1956, so there will be subsequent cutoff dates. 

Those applicants whose projects cannot be reached with the funds 
appropriated are carried over along with any applicants who may 
file by the second cutoff date. And they have to ae reconsidered in 
terms of the number of unhoused chil as of the second cutoff 
date. 

And their maximum allowance calculated in relation to the number 
of unhoused children as of that date. 

So that if any of them who can’t be reached with the present appro- 
priation have entered into contracts with their own funds and reduced 
the number of unhoused below the number of federally connected 
children, they will have their maximum allowance reduced according- 
ly, just as these 27 districts did in the previous 2-year period. 
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Mr. Wirx. Is that not a radical departure from the original intent 
of the law? 

I have to come back to that again. The original intent of this law, 
and you helped to draw the original law, you remember, was that we 
counted the schoo] enrollment, of the number of federally housed chil- 
dren, whether it was military installations or whether it was produc- 
tion, required a quarterly report and an annual report from the super- 
intendent of that district as to how many of those children in his class- 
rooms were federally impacted children. 

We did not count the children who were not in school. 

Now, apparently, the policy is, whether it is by law or by regulation, 
that we do not count the kids that are in school; we only count the 
kids that cannot find a school seat. Is that it? 

Dr. Gricspy. No, you count the federally connected children in the 
various categories, but you set a limitation on the amount of maximum 
allowance or payment that the Government will make, a limitation in 
terms of the number of children without available school facilities. 

Now, if the number of children without available school facilities— 
as you say, without a seat—in the school district exceeds the number of 
federally connected children, the Federal share is the number of fed- 
erally connected children times the rate. 

Tf it is less than the number of federally connected children the Fed- 
eral share is limited by the number of unhoused children, 

Mr. Contey. 1 wonder if I may hark back some to the old original 
Public Law. 815. It was based on the theory that ever since 1939, be- 
tween 1939 and 1950, when the law was passed, there had been no sys- 
tem for the regular meeting of the Federal Government’s responsibil- 
ity toward these children, 

The whole theory was to look back over that extended period of 
either no or inadequate provision and set the things aright. 

It seems to me, sir, that if we proceed indefinitely on an entitlement 
theory, we have got to take another look at the amount we pay per 
child. 

If we proceed on the entitlement theory now, we would have each 
kid, I mean provide housing for each child, each Federal child, which 
would be good for 40 years, whether the child or a successor Federal 
child remained in the school district. for 1 year or 40 years. 

Under Public Law 874 we have an entitlement theory, but we pay 
each year the cost of the child in that year. 

Under Public Law 815 we pay each year the cost of a child for 
the next 40 years. 

I think it is the equities of that also that you should look into if 
we revert to the entitlement theory under Public Law 815. 

Mr. Wier. Let me remind you that you do have some cases where 
there would be a continuing obligation of the Government. We can 
recognize that in the original intent. Here is a school district where 
Uncle Sam has moved in and brought in 500 children into a school 
district. that under normal circumstances, prior to war participation, 
only had 80 pupils. | 

ow, they have a hundred, so your inspectors out there said you 
will need four class rooms for which you qualify for entitlement 
under your enrollment. 

So a grant was made for those four classrooms. Then Uncle 
Sam comes along and puts a military camp in that school area. Then 

64315—55—-8 
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the class rises to 1,500, so another review is made because of that 
added enrollment. 

Well, another housing project now comes up, Wherry housing, or 
something comes up, and brings in another 600. 

So over a period of time as Uncle Sam builds up that load, naturally 
the school district has a right to entitlement for additional classrooms. 

As that necessity increases, of course, they will file a new application. 
I think in the average cases that you have over these 4 or 5 years, 
I think the school districts in the main have pretty well clung to your 
first construction job. They are the exceptions where they have in- 
creased rapidly. 

Mr. Contey. My only point is that 2 years from now all of these 
installations may be turned over to private industry, or 5 years 
from now. 

Mr. Wier. What are you talking about ? 

Mr. Contey. I am just raising the possibility. 

Mr. Wier. I won like to have you qualify that statement. 

Mr. Contey. That one or more or many a formerly federally owned 
installation will be turned over to private enterprise and become fully 
taxable on the rolls of the district. 

Mr. Wier. You would not say that if you saw the budgets coming 
through the House. They are increasing instead of decreasing. 

Mr. Coney. If there was some way that the Federal Government 
could meet each year the cost of housing, then I think an entitlement 
theory would be as apt under Public Law 815 as it is under Public 
Law 874. 

Mr. Batrey. I would like to ask the attorney for the department, 
and our staff, including the legislative counsel, if we take any steps to 
correct this situation involving these 27 districts, it would be wise 
for us also in revamping the act to take care of title ITI under Public 
Law 731, because you are going to have the same situation come up 
again. 

er. Wier. I think that is what Mr. Brownell referred to yesterday. 
Dr. Griessy. That is right. If you do this retroactively for a 2-year 
riod June 30, 1952, to June 30, 1954, presumably you would do it 
or the period we are now in, June 30, 1954 to 1956. 

Mr. Contey. I would agree, that should be done. 

Mr. Barmy. I am just asking for information. 

Mr. Contey. Also, I think it is important that we add langu 
that would make it clear just what we do with this added entitlement 
for those districts in 1953 and 1954. Do we just send them a check 
or st tie any string on it of any sort? That will have to be settled 
as well. 

Mr. Battery. Now, we will pass on from this proposal to another 
matter. I think there is some relationship between this and the one 
we were discussi mea 

There is a school board member from Illinois; I believe he is sitting 
back in the audience. At least he was in this morning. He had a 
problem in Alton, Ill, I believe, where entitlement or an allocation 
was denied them on the ground that they were a few pupils short of 
the 5 percent qualification in subject 4 (a) children. 

In the Brooks Hays bill he proposes to reduce that 5 percent quali- 
fying percentage. 
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I would like to ask the department how many districts other than 
that Lllinois situation would be involved in that amendment should 
the committee decide to in any way change the 5 percent? 

Dr. Griespy. Mr, Chairman, I believe you are speaking now of the 
Hays bill which would amend Public Law 874 by reducing the in- 
creased requirement in section 4 (a) from 5 percent over the preceding 
years ADA for eligibility to a lesser percent. The bill as written 
would provide that the new increase in section 3 children; if it ex- 
ceeds 10, or 1 percent of the preceding year’s ADA, would qualify the 
school for consideration of a payment under section 4 (a) on a needs 
basis. 

Mr. Battery. Now, suppose that a district had that percentage and 
did qualify, where does the 5 percent come in ? 

Dr. Gricssy. The 5 percent is written into the law as the percentage 
increase over the preceding year’s ADA necessary to qualify for a 


payment under section 4 (a), which payment is made on the basis 
of need for funds, ° ; 

It is on a budget-deficit basis. 

Mr. Battery. The district would have to show they are operating 
at a deficit ? 

Dr. Griessy. That is right. 

Mr, Battery. Now, how many districts are affected ! 

Dr. Griespy. There were 309 districts that applied under section 
4 (a) in this current fiscal year. Of that number, 232, or 75 percent, 
had the 5-percent increase. They met the 5-percent increase require- 
ment. 


Seventy-seven of them failed to meet the 5-percent increase require- 
ment. 

Approximately 25 percent of them didn’t have 5-percent increase, 
and so could not be considered for a supplemental payment even on a 
needs basis. 

Mr. Barter. How much money do you have there? 

Dr. Griassy. It is difficult to make an estimate of what the cost of 
this provision in the Hays bill would be. 

Mr. Bartzey. Supposing it was fixed somewhere between the Hays 
proposal and the 5 percent that is in there. 

Dr. Grigspy. The only data we have on that score is the number of 
applicants in the current year who failed to meet the 5-percent require- 
ment who would have met a 3-percent increase requirement. 

Forty-one of those seventy-seven who failed to meet the 5-percent 
increase requirement would have met the 3-percent increase require- 
ment. 

Mr, Batiey. They would qualify under 3 percent? 

Dr. Griessy. That is right. 

Mr. Battery. And to get the difference between the 41 and the 77——- 

Dr. Griessy. It would bring into eligibility for purposes of the 
increase requirement something over half of those who failed to 
qualify on the 5 percent. 

Mr. Battery. Now, what does the Department think as to this matter ? 

Dr, Griessy, The Department is reluctant to see the modification 
in this particular until 1t has an opportunity to firm up its proposal 
with respect to a permanent Public Law 874 in the next session of 
Congress. , 
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Mr. Banner. Just how long can those districts, if there is a Govern- 
ment responsibility there, how long can those districts continue to. 
operate at a deficit, if there is any Government responsibility? And 
to what extent—what do those payments amount to per pupil? 

I believe in this Illinois district there are something like a hundred 
children involved. What does that mean to the school board? Would 
it be any appreciable help toward eliminating the school deficit ? 

Dr. Griesspy. I don’t know what particular situation you refer to. 

Mr. Barey. It is the Alton, IIl., school district. I think they have 
125 to be able to qualify and they have slightly under 100. 

Dr. Griessy. Of course, whenever you set an increase requirement 
somebody will be on the fringe. 

Mr. Bauer. But the intent was that if there was any Government 
responsibility that we ought to help the districts that are operating 
in the red rather than to help some of the wealthier districts who do 
have federally impacted children. ° 

My heart goes out a little bit more to the district that cannot finance 
from—this is the case as I understand this district; it is another one 
of these “bedroom” districts in which there is no industry, but in which 
most of the people that live there work in plants that have Federal 
contracts. 

They have a little valuation, the houses are probably worth $3,000 
apiece for assessment purposes and they just do not have any tax 
base, and they are approximately $55,000. m the red—will be on this 
year’s operation. 

What would those approximately 100 pupils, if they could be quali- 
fied, what would it mean in dollars aii cents to that school board ? 
ao Hvueues. Is it possible that district might have been Bethalto, 
Til. 

Mr. Barney. I think it is. 

Mr. Hueues. I think it is a neighbor of Alton. The data IT have 
here shows that that district has a total attendance of about 2,000 
pupils. The requirement to have qualified for section 4 (a) would 
have been 101 pupils. Their actual increase toward qualification on 
that was 68 pupils, or 3.3 percent. 

The figure I have here, as to the amount that they would have re- 
ceived for those 68 pupils had they been eligible to receive funds for 
them—and it would appear that that district would meet our financial 
— ga would have received approximately $4,600 for those 

upils. 

dee: Banna: Now, they say they have enrollment in ADA of ap- 
proximately 2,400 and a he up to 125 for this year. 

Mr. Hucues. That is the current year’s application. The data I 
have here are what we find in terms of our processing in the appli- 
cation. 

Mr. Batizy. They were last year’s data, no doubt. 

Mr. Hucues. No, sir; these are the current year’s data. It may 
be that the superintendent is estimating another year in advance as 
to what position he is going to be in next year with respect to the 
enrollment. It would appear from these data that the enrollment 
this year has gone up to 2,142 and not 2,400. 

Mr. Wrer. On the figures you have there what is the payment? 
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Mr. Hucues. For the pupils that actually were eligible, if he actu- 
ally had qualified on the 100 pupils, it is probably that his payment 
would have been about one-third more or, say, in the neighborhood 
of $6,500 for those pupils. 

Mr. Wier. On the figures that Mr. Bailey is using? 

Mr. Huenes. Of 120 pupils. 

Mr. Barmy. Yes. 

Mr. Huenes. I would say, then, the payment would be about double, 
or close to $10,000 for that number of pupils. 

Mr. Battey. It is quite an item. 


Now, Dr. Grigsby, I think you said there was approximately 77 
qualified ? 

Dr. Griespy. Seventy-seven of the present year’s applicants failed 
to meet the 5-percent increase requirement of section 4 (a). That is 
about 25 percent of the applicants failed to meet that 5-percent in- 
crease requirement. 

Mr. Baier. I am surprised, Doctor. to learn that there were over 
300 of the school districts that were on the basis of deficit financing 
I did not know the number was anywhere near that large. 

Dr. Griessy. Now, that is stomething else. Applicants under sec- 
tion 4 (a) are required not only to meet this 5 percent increase re- 
quirement, but they are also required to show financial need. 

Now, of the 77 who failed to meet the 5-percent eligibility increase 
requirement, only 44 would have met the needs requirement, the 
budget deficit. requirement. The other 33, even had they had the 5- 
percent increase, would not have met the financial need requirement 

Mr. Batney. So really there were only 44 involved. 

Dr. Griessy. Really only 44 who could have met the needs test. 

Mr. Battey. What does the 4 (a) provision provide for? 

Dr. Griespy. Section 4 (a) provides for a payment by the Federal 
Government on aecount of children who reside on Federal property 
or employed on Federal property as an increase in the current year 
over the preceding year. 

You remember we moved this year for the first time into making a 
payment under section 3 in terms of the previous year’s ADA rather 
than the current year’s ADA, and provision was made im the law that 
a district might couple its current year’s imcrease in section 3 (a) 
along with any increase it lad of parents who had come into the com- 
munity to accept enrployment in plants having a Federal contract. 

Mr. Witson. Sort of a bonus payment for increase? 

Dr. Gricssy. It was a method of catching wp—a current year in- 
crease on section 3 on a needs basis if there was a real burden entailed 
by that increase. 

Mr. Battery. Doctor, is that not an attempt in your bill substituting 
for 874—is not that an attempt to take care of that third classification 
that within the original bill $74 we always used to refer to as a sort of 
borderline situation ? 

Dr. Griassy. Yes. 

Mr. Bauer. They were not on the base and they were not living in 
another school community and working on a base? 

Dr. Griessy. There was 2 sudden and substantial impact in the 
community brought on by reason of Federal activity. It is a kind 
of indirect Federal responsibility and was recognized in terms of an 
emergency payment for a brief period of years. 
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In the old law it was for a 3-year period reducing by one-third each 
year. 

” In the present law it is for a 2-year period reducing 50 percent in 
the second year. 

Mr. Battey. Now, I wanted to have something in the committee 
here on it because the committee will want to give that some atten- 
tion if we think it has the necessary merit. 

We are glad to find out how many districts—I believe you say it 
is 44? 

Dr. Griespy. Yes. 

Mr. Barry. Were there any other requirements that they had to 
meet other than the need ? 

Dr. Griespy. The increase and the need test are those two require- 
ments. I might point out that this year there were 309 applicants un- 
der section 4 (a) as compared with 147 applicants the preceding 
year. 

" Mr. Barry. Some of those same districts that applied and got help 
last year, were they not ? 

Dr. Griespy. Yes. We find of the 309 that applied this year, 172 
will be eligible as compared with only 70 who were eligible last year. 
We are estimating that the total payment under section 4 (a) this 
year will be just under $5 million, as compared to approximately $314 
million last year. 

So that the provisions of section 4 (a), as they are applicable this 
year in comparison with the previous situation, do not on the face of 
them seem to be particularly stringent. 

Mr. Wier. You have 170 that qualified under the present provision 
of 5 percent. If the committee was to relax that percentage to 3 per- 
cent what would that 170 jump to? 

Dr. Griespy. You have 44 in the current year. It would be 216. 

Mr. Contry. As I understand, many of these children, on account 
of whom applications are filed under section 4 (a), are children who 
either live or work on Federal property and on whose account the 
school district would receive payment next year under section 3, be- 
cause they could be counted under section 3 next year and be paid; 
is that not right? 

Dr. Griessy. That is right. 

Mr. Batiey. Counted as unhoused pupils? 

Mr. Contry. There is no unhousing here. Counted as children 
whose parents either work or live on Federal property under section 
3 because next year they will be in the attendance of the preceding 

ear. 
é So in effect there is an element of a double payment between the sec- 
tions in that if you count them this year under section 4 (a) and 
pay them, you count the same children next year under section 3 
and pay them. 

So I think the Department would be particularly concerned with 
any further relaxation of section 4 (a). 

Mr. Batrry. Why do not they get them under section 3 now and 
get a larger payment? 

Mr. Contry. They cannot count them under section 3 this year be- 
cause section 3 payments are based on last year’s enrollment and they 
are newly in the school district this year. 

We will pick them up next year or a large number of them. 
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Mr. Batter. Wait a minute. Let us clarify one point there. They 
are not actually working on a Federal installation, they are working 
in plants that have Federal contracts. 

ir. Contey. As I understand it, these bills are aimed primarily— 

I would like to be corrected on this if I am wrong—these bills are aimed 
primarily at the situations where the parents of children are either 
iving or working on Federal property and not at the situation where 
their parents simply are employed in a privately owned defense plant. 

Mr. Baier. But if it was a Federal contract and their jobs would 
not be there if it was not. a Federal contract, they do not have a tax base 
at all. They are in this marginal district alongside. The main dis- 
trict gets the taxes from this privately owned plant. 

They live out in this district and there is no tax base there. 

Mr. Coney. You are quite right, and as to those children whose 
parents do not either live or work on Federal property, but are em- 
ployed in a privately owned defense plant, there is no double payment. 

Mr. Battery. No; section 3 would not apply. You either have to 
pay them under section 4 or cut them out. 

Mr. Contey:. That isright. But as I read these bills they are aimed 

rimarily not at those children, but at the children whose parents do 
ive or work on Federal property. 

Now, I might be wrong as to my interpretation. 

Mr. Barter. That was that bordeline classification we had in the 
old original bill. 

I believe we have enough on that for the committee to discuss that 
angle of it, and take appropriate action if the committee wants to. 

Now, let us go into a little bit of unfinished business yesterday raised 
by Mr. Jarman. 

Did you gentlemen leave before he talked ? 

Dr. Griessy. Unfortunately, no. 

Mr. Batrey. Let us have a little bit of discussion there. Does any- 
body want to start off and give the Department’s view ? 

Dr. Griessy. We have no official position of the Department on that 
because I don’t believe that there was anything actually before the 
committee before we came in here and Mr. Jarman appeared. 

I believe what Mr. Jarman did was to present some suggested lan- 
guage and a problem to the committee. 

Mr. Battey. Was it brought out that there was no bill? 

Dr. Griessy. There is no bill before the committee and as I remem- 
' ber, what Mr. Jarman said was that he was presenting language and 
the problem to the committee for consideration in connection with 
whatever it proposed to do with respect to amendments to Public 
Law 815. 

Mr. Wier. As I remember he had a statement that he read about 
the problem at Tinker Field and on the third page was a proposed 
amendment. 

Mr. Barry. Now, that is the one where you imposed 20 percent, 
started off in the first 2 years of operation; is that right ? 

Dr. GriesBy. Section 308 provides for a supplementary payment of 
the non-Federal share of the cost of a project in certain cases. 

Mr, Batney. Is that the section that sets aside a certain percentage 
of the appropriation for the use of the commissioner on these border- 
line cases 
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Dr. Griespy. He may use not to exceed 10 percent of the appropria- 
tion in payment of the non-Federal share of the cost of the approved 
projects in certain circumstances. 

Mr. Battery. Is it true that only 1 district was able to qualify under 
the 20 percent ? 

Dr. Griessy. There were five districts which applied under section 
308 for this supplementary ———— One of them met the 20-percent 
increase requirement and the further oi that they had ex- 
hausted their own resources and were still unable to provide housing 
for the unhoused, federally connected children. 

Two of the five districts would not have qualified either on a per- 
centage increase that was set in regulation, the 20 percent increase 
set in regulation, or on the needs basis. 

Two of the five districts failed to meet the 20 percent increase re- 
quirement, but would have qualified on the need basis. 

One was Midwest City, Okla., and the other is Ysleta, Tex. 

Dr. Griespy. One did qualify. 

Mr. Barry. That would not leave a problem of unused funds in 
the commissioner’s hands. I take it that the earmarking was not so 
definite that he only used that in case he found situations where the dis- 
tricts might need aid from that particular source? Ten percent of 
your appropriations is a right sizable amount of money. 

Was that definitely set aside there to a point where he could not use 
that for other purposes ? 

Dr. Griespy. The provision of law is that he may reserve not to 
exceed 10 percent. 

Mr. Battery. Under that he could utilize 1 percent or 2 percent or 5 
percent ; is that right? 

Dr. Griessy. Yes. 

Mr. Battery. How many districts do you have applying under that 
this year? 

Dr. Gricspy. About seven. 

Mr. Batter. What is the situation ? 

Dr. Gricssy. The percentage increase requirement, as was pointed 
out vesterday, was modified—reduced to 10 percent instead of 20 per- 
cent. The reason for that was, in part at least, that the new base, the 
total enrollment or average daily membership of the district, is a 
higher base than was true before. 

There are 7 districts which applied for such supplemental payments 
under section 308 for the current 2-year period. 

Mr. Barry. How many are liable to qualify on a 10-percent instead 
of a 20-percent base ? 

Dr. Griessy. I couldn’t answer that question. 

Mr. Bamzy. What is involved in the way of dollars and cents? 
What was involved in those 5 last year? 

Dr. Griespy. The 5 last year—had they all been eligible, it would 
have involved a total of $1,398,000. 

Mr. Barry. Now, I assume that some of those who could not qual- 
ify under the 20 percent might qualify under 10 percent this year? 
That is the supposition, is it not, particularly those two who met the 


percentage—who could not qualify under the percentage—but met the 
needs test ? 
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Dr. Griespy. They could qualify, sir, only for their new increase 
in the period 1954 to 1956. They couldn’t qualify as respects the in- 
crease in the preceding 2 years on which they had applied for this 
section 308 payment. Thai is lost to them. 

Mr. Bamry. You mean they would not be eligible for retroactive 
treatment? I am thinking about the situation—if you reduced the 
percentage sufficiently that there wouldn’t be any need for doing any- 
thing about it; if the percentage was low enough. 

Would it not solve itself and make some of those districts eligible 
for participation if they could show the need ? 

Dr. Griessy. Here you have another situation in which you are 
asked to make a retroactive change in the rules of the game, so to speak. 

Mr. Baney. That is bad, I will grant you that. But at least we 
would like to give it some consideration and I am only asking for con- 
sideration, Dr. Grigsby, as to whether the committee can justify that 
provision and do anything about it. And the only way we can do it is 
to ask you what the particular situation is. 

Now, that Public Law 815 would deal with construction. 

Dr. Griessy. That is right. That is construction. 

Mr. Baier. I visited Midwest City. Of course, the situation has 
changed there materially, but I still have a mental picture of the situ- 
ation. What is the situation in this town in Texas? 

Dr. Grigssy. Ysleta, Tex.? 

Mr. Bamzy. Yes. 

Dr. Griespy. Well, as respects this particular 308 request for sup- 
plementary payments, they had a percentage increase of 16.6 in the 
2-year period. Had they qualified on the percentage side—they met 
the needs test and Hit by have been eligible for a supplementary pay- 


ment of Alig wing $200,000. 
i 


Mr. Battery. They did not. qualify under the needs test ? 

Dr. Griassy. Yes, Ysleta did. 

Mr. Barer. This deficit financing ? 

Dr. Griessy. It had exhausted cee ot capacity and still did not 
have enough money to construct the project to house the unhoused 
children. 

Mr. Bartey. Was that true of Midwest City? 

Dr. Griessy. Yes. 

Mr. Bamey. Now, we are around to the Lesinski proposal. The 
committee would like to talk to you about the 3-percent absorption. 

It seems that is more important in their case than the other problem. 
1 think the doctor gave his position on the matter yesterday, but I 
believe there was some intimation you desired to submit. some data ? 

Dr. Gricssy. We have data only as it was computed with respect 
to the 1954 Appl ANe Had the 3-percent absorption requirement been 
effective in that year, what difference it would have made to those ap- 
plicants as respects the payment they would have received. 

Mr. Battery. In an overall way, Doctor, I have a fairly good idea 
of the amount involved because of your request for supplemental ap- 
propriation—I think $17 million. 

So oy round figure—that is probably what is, what was, involved, 
is it not 

Dr. Griessy. That is right. We are estimating, if the 3-percent. ab- 
sorption requirement is postponed for the additional 2 years in favor 
of the 3-percent eligibility requirement, that it would require a sup- 
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Lary: mg appropriation in the next Congress of approximately $1814 
million. 

Mr. Barger. You did not include that in your budget? 

Dr. Griessy. No. We naturally had to submit a budget in terms 
of the law as it stood which, as it stands, makes the 3-percent absorp- 
tion requirement applicable in the next fiscal year, 1956. 

We submitted the budget and the appropriation has passed both 
Houses and is now in conference on that basis, $65 million. 

Mr. Barter. Now you are telling us that in the event we do away with 
the 3-percent absorption we can get ready to face a supplemental re- 
quest for $1814 million ? 

Dr. Griespy. That is correct. 

Mr. Upat. Would some one tell me what the reason and philosophy 
for the 3-percent absorption aspect of the formula was in the first 
instance? What purpose did it serve? 

Mr. Baney. It was an economy measure. 

Mr. Upatx. Was there some other reason ? 

Mr. Batter. They never satisfied me on any. 

Dr. Griessy. I would like to refer to the House report. 

Mr. Battry. Yes, but I did not agree with that, Dr. Grigsby. 

Dr. Gricssy. I think that has an explanation of the rationale of 
the thing. I think it is page 7 or 8. 

You may recall, Mr. Bailey, that the House reported this bill with a 
2-percent absorption rather than a 3-percent absorption requirement. 

he Senate put it back to three. In conference it came out at 3 
percent. 

But in the House report there is an explanation of the rationale. 
If you care to, I will be glad to read it into the record here. 

Mr. Barer. I remember some of the arguments at the time. I do 
not know what the experts wrote into the reason why. 

Dr. Gricsspy. Let me read one paragraph. 

Mr. Upatt. I think it might be helpful because it does not on the 
face of the thing explain itself to me and I would like to hear it. 

Mr. Barry. Read what you think is potent, Doctor. 

Dr. Griessy (reading) : 

The purpose of this new absorption requirement is to limit the Federal pay- 
ment more closely to those situations where the number of federally connected 
children is so large in relation to all other children for which a local education 
agency is responsible as to constitute a real burden on the community. 

As a point of equity and uniformity of treatment it is bélieved consistent in 
the light of the original committee findings and report to expect all school dis- 
tricts to absorb some federally connected children rather than only those that 
fail to become eligible. 

You will recall that under the 3 percent eligibility requirement if 
the district had 2.9 percent of federally connected children, it was 
ineligible and it received no payment for any of them. 

If it had 3 percent, it was eligible and received payment for the 3 
percent : 


This proposal is also considered to be in line with the fact that Federal ac- 
tivities usually result in some increases in local tax revenues despite the tax 
exempt status of Federal property except where the school district is comprised 
almost wholly of Federal property. As in the present law in the Commissioner 
is given discretionary authority to waive or reduce the 2-percent absorption re- 
quirement when exceptional circumstances exist which make such action neces- 
sary to avoid inequity and avoid defeating the purpose of the act. 
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Mr. Battey. Did he do that in any instances ? 

Dr. Griessy. Well, it has not been in effect, sir. 

Mr. Baitxy. That is right. That is the one that states in effect the 
first day of July. 

Dr. Griessy. There is one further point in this thing: 

Under Public Law 784, cities whose school population in 1939 exceeded 35,000 
and which because of their size and resulting greater ability realized increased 
revenue by reason of Federal activity in an area were required to meet higher 
eligibility requirements (6 percent instead of 3 percent) than smaller school 
districts and were required in addition to absorb part of the federally con- 
nected children. Such cities under H. R. 6078 would be required to absorb a 
number of federally connected children equal to 3 percent (rather than the other 
2 percent required of the other school agencies) of their nonfederally connected 
children. 

In other words, another reason for this thing, it would have elimi- 
nated the big city discrimination and put all districts on the basis of 
the 3 percent absorption—— 

Mr. Barry. We deliberately, with malice aforethought, worked on 
some of the big school districts, did we not ? 

Dr. Griessy. That is right. 

Mr. Batter. All my other shortcomings I have a wonderful mem- 
ory. As I recall our discussion back when this legislation was up 
for consideration—let me take the case of my colleague from down in 
Kentucky. He had 27 schools in Kentucky and this tentative absorp- 
tion wiped 21 of them out of getting aid. Only six qualified. 

Now, I am interested in those smaller districts that have to count 
the pennies to ran the schools. There must have been a terrific mortal- 
ity in the districts if - disqualified, if you took 21 out of 27 out of 
the picture in Kentucky. 

Dr. Griessy. For the country as a whole on the basis of this material 
we handed you, sir, there would have been about 600 districts who 
were eliminated entirely. 

Now, further study of those 600 school districts would indicate that 
about 50 percent of them were eliminated because on the basis of 
absorption, the 3 percent absorption requirement, they had fewer than 
10 children, which Wes the minimum set in the law; and about two- 
thirds of those 600 districts eliminated were counting only children of 
se me employed on Federal pro rty located outside the school 

istrict of residence. Those were the districts that were eliminated 
entirely. 
Mr. Basen! Was that 10 percent inserted in there on the assump- 
tion that there would be a normal, there should be a normal growth 
without federally impacted children in enrollment for the year, or 
what? What was the basis for putting it in there? 

Dr. Griesspy. Putting in the 3 percent absorption? 

Mr. Batrrry. No; the 10 or more. 

Dr. Griessy. That was just a de minimus number, I suppose. 

Mr, Bamxy. Surely there was some ground for setting up the 10. 
Frankly, I cannot recall. I knew there was considerable discussion 
over it in talking about the legislation. 

Mr. Contey. 5 think it was because if only 10, or 9, or less children 
were involved —— 

Mr. Bartrtny. There would not be enough involved to build a new 
school building or hiring a new schoolteacher. 
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Mr. Contry. No, sir; it was just that it would cost so much more 
in Government salaries and paper to pay the check than the amount 
of the check. It was just a de minimus affair—that the payment was 
so low as not to warrant the expense involved in paying it, plus the 
fact that the payment was so low as to have a relatively small impact 
upon the district whether it got it or not. 

Mr. Baier, I heard 2 or 3 rumors about major cities participating. 

a - the largest city qualifying for Federal aid under either of 
the bills 

Dr. Griespy. San Diego, Calif., I believe is the largest entitlement. 
San Francisco was the largest on the basis of population. 

Mr. Battxy. How could San Francisco qualify under this bill with 
its tremendous population ? 

Dr. Gricspy. It has a very sizable number of federally connected 
children. 

Mr. Wier. Are you counting other than war or defense? You are 
not counting mints and other Government employees or agencies 
located in the loop, are you, which we did not allow in any other place? 

Dr. Griessy. No. We don’t count Federal employees engaged in 
local community service. 

Mr. Wier. That is what I am talking about. I never could under- 
stand how San Francisco got under the wire. 

Mr. Hueues. San Francisco is 1 of 5 cities in the country that meets 
the 6 percent eligibility requirement that is now in Publie Law 874, 
which was put in as Mr. Bailey pointed out, to more or less make a 
stiffer requirement for the larger cities. 

Mr. Wier. That is right. We were diligently trying to make it 
difficult for cities over 100,000 to count every Federal employee. 

Mr. Hugues. San Francisco is 1 of the 5 that. has sufficient Federal 
pupils. They do actually meet the 6 percent, but there is also a 
requirement that the district under the present formula must absorb 
the ot 3 percent of their eligibility. They have an absorption factor 
already. 

Mr. eo. I cannot imagine in San Francisco a population of 6 
percent being employed in the qualifications necessary for aid. 

Mr. Battey. San Francisco’s total budget for school purposes is 
over $33 million. The amount of aid they get under Public Law 874, 
or got last year, was $490,000 or 114 percent of their total school 
budget. ’ 

Mr. Wixson., You mean the larger cities currently have 3-percent 
absorption factor ? 

Dr. Griessy. That is right. 

Mr. Witson. They would not be affected if the 3-percent absorption 
factor would be applied ? 

Mr. Hueues. San Diego does not have to meet. a 6-percent eligibil- 
ity requirement, I believe. 

Mr. Witaom, I mean the 3-percent absorption. 


Mr. Hvuenes. If they don’t have to meet the & person eligibility, 


then neither do they have to absorb 3 percent, and I think San Diego 
is not in the category that. has to meet 6 percent. I am quite sure it 
meet only a 3-percent eligibility if I am not mistaken. 
Mr. Contry. The test as I recall is a school population of 35,000. 
Dr. Griaspy. A school district which in 1939 had a school popula- 
tion of 35,000 or more. In 1939 if they had a school population of 
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35,000 or more they must meet a 6-percent eligibility requirement, and 
having met the 6-percent eligibility requirement they are paid only 
for 3 percent. 

In other words, they have a 3-percent absorption factor now and 
would have by further postponing of this absorption requirement. 

Mr. Wier. I was one of those that contested very vigorously the 
inclusion of the larger cities in this program on the basis that a city 
like San Franciseo ot San Diego, with all of their taxable resources 
lying in their loop area, could not be compared with a community 
such as we were trying to help that had only property to tax, that is, 
private property and home property, which so many of your school 
districts are. 

The majority of your school districts are in the outlying rural and 


fringe areas where they don’t have the tremendous wealth there at 
their tax disposal. 


Of course, I can’t undo it here today. 

Mr. Batter. There is one more question that occurs to me that 
might have some bearing. 

f we set aside the 3 percent, will that permit more of these larger 
cities to qualify by reducing the 6-percent requirement, still require 
the 6 percent, but only pay them 3; is that it? 

Mr. Hueues. It would still require the 6 percent, but pay in excess 
of 3, whatever is in excess of 3 percent, so they absorb 3. 

In other words, the original eligibility requirement in 874 on the 
large cities was reenacted by Public Law 732 and is in effect in fiscal 
year 1955. 

Dr. Grressy. If there is‘a further deferment of the 3-percent absorp- 
tion requirement, the large cities will be in the same situation that they 
have been since the passage of Public Law 874 originally. They have 
to meet the 6-percent eligibility requirement and will be paid only 
for—— 

Mr. Battery. The difference between the 3 percent that they have 
to absorb? 

Dr. Griessy. The number of children above 3 percent. 

Mr. Battey. I think you said in the case of San Francisco that ran 
four hundred and some thousand dollars. 

Mr. Hvuenes. That is right, $490,000 was the amount of their enti- 
tlement last year. 

Mr. Wier. Was Seattle one of those, too? 

Mr. Hueénes. I believe so, sir. I believe offhand that Seattle is one 
of the cities of 35,000 or more. 

Mr. Wier. That is right. 

Mr. Huenes. Now, the data on San Diego that was mentioned a 
moment ago was an entitlement in 1954 of $1,940,000 as against a 
total wth, budget of a little above $19 million, or 10 percent of the 
school budget coming from Federal sources. 

Mr. Baier. In Seattle? 

Mr. Hucuss. San Diego. 

Mr. Batnx#y. That means that their payment in lieu of taxes—— 

Mr. Hueues. Sir, this is their net entitlement under Public Law 
874 so there would be no payment in lieu of taxes in the figure I 
read. 

Mr. Witson. Those in-lieu payments would be deducted ? 
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j Mr. Hueues. That is right; they have been deducted from this 
gure. 

Mr. Batter. Now, do you have any headaches or problems that the 
committee does not have ? 

I am serious about this, Dr. Grigsby, if we are going to do anythin 
with this bill and if there is anything else that the Department shoul 
be doing, let us do it now. 

Dr. Griessy. Mr. Chairman, let me put it this way : 

We are proposing no amendments to Public Law 815 or 874 at 
this session. We indicated yesterday there would be no objections to 
the extension of title IV. 

Mr. Wier. In that event my objection to that would be that it would 
mt only mean another session, but it would mean another year of 

elay. 

Dr. Griessy. You recall our proposition yesterday was that there 
was no objection to an extension of Public Law 874 for an additional 
year on account of the difficulties for some districts in making their 
budgets if there was no knowledge at this session of Congress as to 
whether or not there would be something on the books beyond June 
30, 1956. 

Mr. Battey. And whether it would be 3-percent absorption or 
whether they would be exempted. 

I see how necessary it vonid be in budget matters. 

Mr. Wirson. Mr. Chairman, I appreciate your patience in letti 
me sit in on this, I would like to bring up a point in connection wit 
this proposed amendment to 815, that Wainwright-Quigley amend- 
ment, which would pick up the past entitlements and pay them. 

We have a continuing need in our area: I have one of the districts 
ineluded in this 27, the so-called bedroom district, where there is very 
eras taxable property and mostly homes and they have a serious 

roblem. 

I believe they are applying, and currently have, nearly ever year 
since, have gotten money for construction of schools. They have a 
continuing need ; they are still way behind in unhoused children. 

It seems to me that if payment could be made in both my San Diego 
district and Buena Vista for these past entitlements it could very well 
go to reduce the unhoused children that would apply to future appli- 
cations of law so it would not be extra money paid necessarily. 

Mr. Barry. What you are saying is that if the committee recom- 
mends that Congress approve taking care of that situation it would 
be tied down to immediate investment—— 

Mr. Witson. No question about it, in my area the money would be 
applied for building additional school facilities. 

. Battey. What is the reaction of the Department to that situa- 
tion if the committee gets around to the point of doing anything about 
it, should we tie that to making it available, that it be immediately 
invested in taking care of these school situations ! 

Dr. Griessy. By making it apply to construction of school facilities 
rather than reimbursement for previous construction? I would think 
that would be the thing to do with it.. 

Mr. Bamey. There are many of those districts like his that has a 
continuing need. 

Mr. Witson. They are under a continuing formula. 
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Mr. Batter. It was given to them in the first place for that purpose. 

Mr. Witson. Under a continuing formula it would tend to make 
those districts less eligible for future payments, but their sincere need 
is to get the students housed and the quicker the money is available 
rather than waiting another year, I am sure the quicker the problem 
can be solved. 

Mr. Baty. I take it, Doctor, that the Department would be op- 
posed to the intent of the Lesinski amendment. 

Dr. Griessy. Yes. I believe your committee has an official posi- 
tion from the Department which went into the record yesterday 
opposing it. 

r. Wier. That is retroactive payment, is it not? 

Dr. Griaspy. Yes. It would open up the filing of additional part 2 
or project applications to a very considerable number of school dis- 
tricts who failed to cover that full maximum allowance as computed 
under part 1 by part 2 projects before the statutory deadline date 
of June 30, 1954. 

It would open up to them an opportunity for 90 days to file those 
projects and cover their full maximum allowance. 

Again, it is a kind of retroactive extension of the date for filing 
set out in the law, June 30, 1954. 

Mr. Barer. That is a parallel case to the case of Congressman 
Elliott in which he attempted to write in the bill a situation where 
through oversight or lack of information, I believe, or faulty infor- 
mation was given the districts, or lack of advice, they failed to file 
for all of their entitlement. 

I believe the Alabama school got their allotment, but were entitled 
to more than they asked for. 

Dr, Gricssy. I believe we pointed out yesterday that in title IT of 
Public Law 815 there were some $73 million that was not covered by 
project applications. 

As you pointed out, the matter was presented to the committee and it 
was considered when amendments to Public Law 815 were before 
them. It was turned down here; it was presented on the floor of the 
House and lost there; that is, giving additional time to those districts 
to come in with part IT projects to cover the entitlement which had 
been computed under part I of the application. 

Mr. Wier. Is not the ultimate aioe to get some relief? 

Mr. Derrickson. Some of his districts got part of the $55 million. 
He had some of $73 million worth of other money that would have 
been paid under his amendment which failed. This is the same thing. 

Dr. Griespy. The same thing, only applied to Public Law 256, tite 
ITT, under that extension of Public Law 815. 

Mr. Baier. Is this the data we discussed yesterday and you are 
offering it for inclusion in the record ? 

. Dr. Griessy. Yes. 

Mr. Batter. Tf there is no objection from the gentleman from Min- 
nesota, we will ask that this be inserted in the record. 

(The material referred to is not repeated, as it is printed on p. 19.) 
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Dr. Griessy. Mr. Chairman, we have here a list of those districts 
which failed to cover their part I maximum allowance by part II 
projects, the type of situation to which the Lesinski bill is addressed. 

If you would like to have that list for the record, we have it here. 

Mr. Battery. That should be available to the committee, because 
we will have to give consideration to it. 

If there is no objection, we will include that list in the record also. 

(The material referred to is as follows :) 


COMMENTS ON 3-PERCENT ABSORPTION FORMULA 


In June of 1954, the office conducted a study of the 3-percent absorption provi- 
sion as it was scheduled to take effect in the fiscal year 1955, in order to show 
how this provision would affect the school districts which were eligible in 
fiscal year 1954. 

The tables which are attached show the results of this study by States. The 
first table shows the overall estimated percentage reductions in entitlement and 
reductions in the school budgets. The second table shows by numbers of school 
districts the size of the percentage reduction in entitlement that would result. 


Reductions in entitlement 

The overall national reduction in entitlements averaged 25.4 percent. This 
reduction factor varies considerably by State and varies even more by school 
district. For example, the absorption formula would result in an increase in 
entitlement for Hawaii (Honolulu) and would result in a 90-percent decrease 
in the State of West Virginia (where only one district participates in the 
program). About half of the States average reductions up to 30 percent and 
about half average reductions of more than 30 percent. These variations in 
reduction factors are caused by the change in the method of counting pupils 
under section 3 (a) and 3 (b). Also the fact that the large cities would no 
longer be required to meet a 6-percent eligibility would result in an actual 
increase for certain districts, such as Honolulu and San Francisco. 


Reductions in school budgets 

The percent reduction in the school budgets of the affected school districts 
tends to be more uniform. The national average reduction in school budgets 
amounts to 1.5 percent, and by State the average reduction ranges up to 2.7, 
which is the percent reduction for the total State of Mississippi. In about 
three-fourths of the States, the average reduction is between 1 and 2 percent. 
There are a few extreme cases where the percentage reduction for individual 
districts would go as high as 20 percent when the Federal payment was com- 
pletely eliminated. 


Reduction in entitlement by numbers of districts 

Of 2,528 districts included in the study it was indicated that the appropriation 
formula would have eliminated 600, or approximately 24 percent. Approxi- 
mately two-thirds of the districts would incur a percent reduction of 25 percent 
or more in entitlement and one-third of the districts would have a reduction in 
entitlement (or an increase) of less than 25 percent. 


Effect on different categories of districts 

The absorption formula is formulated so as to affect the following districts 
most adversely : 

(1) Those districts which have only children who are eligible under section 
8 (b) which are counted in the new formula as a half a unit rather than a full 
unit, and therefore are eliminated by the requirement of 10 or more pupils or 
incur heavier loss in entitlement when the absorption factor is subtracted from 
the pupils counted as one-half. 

(2) Districts which have the least degree of Federal impact in relation to 
their total school attendance also tend to suffer the greatest reductions because of 
the absorption factor being computed on their non-Federal pupils. 
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(3) Districts which became eligible in the last 2 or 3 years of the program 
where the degree of Federal impact is slight tend to be eliminated more than the 
original applicant school districts. 

The districts which tend to be less affected, and in some cases even to benefit, 
are those that have section 8 (a) pupils who now do not meet the 3-percent 
eligibility clause and are therefore counted as section 3 (b) pupils. Also the 
large city districts which now have to meet a 6-percent eligibility requirement 
for section 3 (a) or 3 (b) tend to be less affected. 


Public Law 874,-as amended—State summary of applicant school districts and 
estimated entitlements, fiscal year 1954 and fiscal year 1955 (showing effects of 
8 percent absorption on entitlement and total expenditures of districts) 





Estimated section 3 (a) 
and 3 (b, entitlement Percent Percent 
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REDuctTIon IN Section 3 (A) AND 3 (B) ENTITLEMENT By 3-PERCENT ABSORPTION 
SHOWING EFFECTs ON DISTRICTS BY PERCENTAGE GROUPS 
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Mr. Bairry. Now, Doctor, let me extend the thanks of the commit- 
tee to the staff for your appearance. You have been quite patient in 
subjecting yourself to some crossfire questions. 

The only way we can get these facts is to ask direct questions. The 
chairman will join the gentleman from Minnesota in saying this has 
been a refresher period for me, but I do remember still most of the 
basic questions involved. 

If we have any additional need, Doctor, we will call on the depart- 
ment and when we get ready to draft any proposed changes, we will 
extend you the courtesy of having your legal representative present in 
the preparation of whatever we do—it might be a reluctant action on 
his part. 

r. Contry. We would be glad to help in every way we can. 
Mr. Battery. Thank you, Doctor. 
At this time the committee will recognize Mr. Teague, of California, 


STATEMENT OF HON. CHARLES M. TEAGUE, A REPRESENTATIVE 
IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 


Mr. Teague. Thank you, Mr, Chairman. 

I am Congressman Charles M. Teague of the 13th District of 
California. 

In my particular congressional district we have seven major mili- 
tary installations. I understand that this committee is considering, or 
is about to consider legislation involving defense impact on those areas. 

I also understand that an amendment has been offered, or is being, 
or will be considered having to do with picking up past entitlements. 

I merely want to go on record as expressing for my district the 
hope that this legislation will be adopted, including the amendment 
to or up past entitlement. 

t is of great importance to the school districts in my area. 

Mr. Wier. Haye you got a bill introduced ¢ 

Mr. Tracur. No; I have not. 

Mr. Battery. Do you have a formal statement you wish to leave? 

Mr. Tescur, No, that is all I have at the moment. 

Mr. Wrer. Have you read any of the bills of entitlement that you 
favor related to your problem ? 

Mr. Teacur. No, I have not. I was advised of this pending legisla- 
tion by Mr. Wilson this morning. I know from past correspondence, 
although I have not had any recently from my district, it is a matter 
of terrific importance to my people. 

Mr. Wier. How many districts are there, of your seven where you 
have a Federal impact, are you seeking retroactivity for? 

Mr. Teacue. I only know of one, but I would not want to be held 
on that. I know the Monterey school district is one which is involved. 

Mr. Wier. That is all. 

Mr. Barry. Mr. Wilson of California. 
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STATEMENT OF HON. ROBERT C. WILSON, A REPRESENTATIVE 
IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 


Mr. Wison. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I appreciate the oppor- 
tunity to speak briefly on behalf of the extension of our Federal 
impact school bills. 

am not too well acquainted with the actual writing of the bills, so 
I cannot speak with authority on the details of the bills that will be 
extended here. 
, Ido have a serious impact area in San Diego, Calif. I understand 
it is one of the districts that has received the most attention of any 
school district in the country because of our defense activities there. 
We have no complaint over the past entitlements that we have gotten 
except that we have two districts in our area, the San Diego Unified 
School District and the Buena Vista school district that would be able 
to pick up some addtional funds under that Wainwright amendment 
that has been offered. 

Two of my districts are included in the 27 that are up for con- 
sideration in the Wainwright amendment. 

I would like to say this, that I think the term “defense impact” is 
a little bit of a misnomer. I think an impact is something, sort of a 
glancing blow such as perhaps we saw in the boxing match the other 
night. 

Ve have more of a Federal pressure than Federal impact in our area. 
There is so much Federal activity, 52 percent of the land area in my 
county is owned by the Federal Government. 

It is quite difficult to raise taxes on the other 48 percent of the land 
area to support all the activities there. We have to depend on legis- 
lation such as this to help relieve us of the terrific burden. 

We have had a couple of situations that have come up in the last few 
weeks that will add to our tax burden in that the large aircraft is being 
purchased from private interests by the Air Force and that will be 
removed from the tax rolls and will be a loss of some $180,000 a year 
in tax revenue. 

We have another smaller aircraft plant that is also going from pri- 
vate ownership into Government ownership. That will be removed 
from the tax rolls. 

So that we have an increasing problem there that I think can only 
be solved by extension of Public Laws 874 and 875. 

I do have a statement by the superintendent of the San Diego city 
schools that pretty well spells out his problem. It shows the increas- 
ing number of students that are federally connected. 

Over a third of our students in San Diego are actually federally con- 
nected. That means a total of 22.280 students in 1 school district alone. 

So we do have unusual problems. We will appreciate your con- 
sideration in extending these two laws. 

Mr. Bammer. If you care, you might submit this letter from your 
superintendent to follow your remarks here. 

r. Wison. I would appreciate doing so, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Barter. Without objection that will be included in the record. 

(The letter referred to is printed at p. 146.) ’ 

Mr. Wier. Your problem is exactly what we are going to talk about. 

Mr. Battry. The Chair will now recognize the gentleman from 
Virginia, Mr. Joel T. Broyhill. 
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STATEMENT OF HON. JOEL T. BROYHILL, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF VIRGINIA 


Mr. Broyruiy. Mr. Chairman and distinguished members of this 
committee, I want to thank you for this opportunity to pubpes the 
extension and improvement of Public Law 815 and Public Law 874 
which provide for Federal assistance to school systems in areas which 
have been affected by increased Federal activities. 

It is obviously a specific Federal Government responsibility to 
help provide adequate school facilities and staffs in communities all 
over the United States where Federal installations have been the 
cause of crowded conditions in the schools. 

The Congress, since 1950, under the authority of these laws, has 
met this responsibility in most areas seriously burdened by Federal 
activities. rough the original legislation and its subsequent ex- 
tensions this committee has eliminated much of the chaotic condition 
that existed before 1950; a condition that resulted from numerous 
separate appropriations to a large number of Federal agencies for 
educational purposes. 

These laws were extended by the last Congress in order to permit 
full consideration of the orehlies by the present Congress after the 
Commission on Intergovernmental Relations had made its report and 
recommendations on this subject. 

Since the Commission has had an extension of time and its report 
will not be ready until late this month, Congress will need more time 
to study this report. To defer action on extending these laws until 
next year would render it impossible for the States and localities to 
plan for the school year 1956-57 with any measure of certainty as to 
congressional action either in extending these provisions or in appro- 
priating funds under them. 

Obviously, the burden of providing free public education to sub- 
stantial numbers of youngsters whose parents live or work on tax- 
exempt Federal property is a continuing one for many school districts 
and constitutes the main problem with which these laws are con- 
cerned. These laws have provided an orderly objective system for 
this Federal responsibility. 

There is no question of the merit of this assistance because we have 
a distinct obligation to school districts where Federal activities have 
placed a severe burden on local school facilities. The Federal Gov- 
ernment must not fail its responsibility to these school districts, 

Unless Congress extends these laws, school systems in impacted 
areas will be dealt a body blow that may cripple them. 

Conversely, by continuing Federal assistance the Congress will have 
given continued assurances which will permit the school districts con- 
cerned to plan their educational programs on a sound basis. I urge 
the adoption of legislation which will extend and improve Federal 
assistance to the schools in these federally affected areas. 

When this committee and other Members cf Congress have had time 
to study the report of the Commission on Intergovernmental Relations 
for appropriate recommendations concerning legislation of this kind, 
then perhaps there might be some alterations and improvements made 
in the structure of these laws, but not in its principal legislative intent. 
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In conclusion, I should also like to praise the work of the staff which 
administers this legislation in the United States Office of Education. 
I understand that under Dr. B. Alden Lillywhite’s guidance and 


experience, these rather complicated laws have been well managed and 
efficiently executed. 


Mr. Barry. The Chair also desires to submit a letter received from 
J. Edgar Chenoweth, Member of Congress from Colorado, with a 
letter attached from Colorado opens public schools, in Colorado, 
signed by Roy J. Wasson, superintendent of schools. 

If there is no objection, this will be included in the record. 

(The letter referred to is as follows :) 


CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES, 
House or REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, D. C., June 28, 1955. 
Hon. CLEVELAND M. BaAILey, 


Chairman, Subcommittee on Aid to Federally Impacted Areas, 
House Committee on Education and Labor, 
Washington, D. C. 

Dear CLEVELAND: I enclose herewith a copy of a letter received from Dr. Roy 
J. Wasson, superintendent of schools at Colorado Springs, Colo. 

You will note Dr. Wasson’s interest in amending Public Law 874 to eliminate 
the 3-percent absorption clause. I hope that your committee will again recom- 
mend the elimination of this section of the bill. 

I am also in favor of extending Public Law 874 and you can count on my full 
support in this when this legislation is considered. 

I do appreciate your courtesies. 

With warm personal regards, I remain 

Cordially, 
J. EpGar CHENOWETH, 
Member of Congress. 


Leeann 


CoLorapo Sprines Pusriic ScHoots, 


June 21, 1955. 
Hon, J. Epcar CHENOWETH, 


Member of Congress, Washington, D. 0. 
Deak JupGe: Because you are so well acquainted with our local situation and 
realize the need which we have for Federal funds to help care for our increased 
load caused by Ent, Carson, and in the future, the Air Academy, I have not 
written you recently. In fact, this letter is more of an inquiry concerning the 
prospects of amending Public Law 874 to eliminate the 3-percent absorption 
feature. 

Since the 3-percent absorption portion of the law, which was eliminated only 
for the current year, goes into effect again on July 1, we know that it will be 
applied to our next year’s application. This will affect our school district very 
seriously. 

Can you let me know what progress is being made and what the prospects are 
that Public Law 874 may be amended and extended beyond present provisions? 

With best wishes and highest personal regards. 

Sincerely yours, 


Roy J. Wasson, Superintendent. 


Mr. Batter. We also have a communication from Hon. James G. 
Polk, of Ohio, with an attached letter from the Superintendent of 
Schools of Waverly, Ohio. This happens to be the school district 
where a good bit of new atomic energy activities are being carried on. 

If there is no objection, I will submit this letter from Congressman 
Polk, and from John R. Teichert, Superintendent of Schools, Waverly, 
Ohio, for the record. 
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(The material referred to is as follows :) 


CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES, 
HowUsE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 


Washington, D. C., June 23, 1955. 
Hon. CLEVELAND M. BAILey, 


Washington, D.C. 


DeaAR COLLEAGUE: I wish to bring to your personal attention a letter I received 
today from Mr. John R. Teichert, executive head of the Waverly Local School 
District, Waverly, Obio, concerning the extension of Federal aid as it has been 
effected under Public Laws 815 and 874. 

As I am deeply interested in this legislation, I sincerely hope it will be pos- 


sible for your committee to give prompt and favorable consideration to this 
important question. 


With kindest regards, 
Sincerely yours, 


JAMEs G. POLK. 


Boarp oF Epucarion, 


Waverly, Ohio, June 21, 1955. 
Hon. James G. PoLk, 


Member of Congress, Washington, D. C. 


Dear Mr. Potk: I understand that Mr. Bailey, chairman of the Education 
Subcommittee, is now hearing Congressmen on extension and amendment to 
Public Laws 815 and 874. As you know, Waverly has received a reservation of 
funds for construction under Public Law 815 and many districts in our area are 
receiving operating funds under Public Law 874. Without this aid it would be 
impossible to construct buildings and operate our schools. Public Law 874 will 
continue to be extremely important to us as there will be no tax base where 
hundreds of our citizens will be employed. At the close of school this year we 
had 886 students whose parents were employed on Federal property. We had 
883 students whose parents were employed on private property and 70 tuition 
students. Thus, of our own resident students, there were more whose parents 
were employed on Federal property than those employed on private property. 

I shall, indeed, appreciate it very much if you lend your aid and encourage- 
ment to the extension of Federal aid as it has been effected under Public Laws 
874 and 815. I would especially appreciate your calling Mr. Bailey or appearing 
before his committee while the current hearings are in progress. 

Yours truly, 
JoHN R. TEICHERT, 
Evecutive Head. 

Mr. Barry. We also have a communication from E. J. Berry, 
Congressman from South Dakota, and wires from the Rapid City, 
S. Dak., schools. Both wires concern the same school situation. 

So if there is no objection, we will submit these for inclusion in 
the record. 


(The material referred to is as follows :) 


CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATEs, 
Hovse or REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, D. 0., June 23, 1955. 
Hon. CLeveELAND M. BatrLey, 


Chairman, Education and Labor Subcommittee, 
Washington, D.C. 
Dear CLEVE: I understand your subcommittee is currently holding hearings 
on legislation to amend Public Law 874, including H. R. 850. 
I would appreciate your including in the record of these hearings two telegrams 
I have received from Rapid City, 8. Dak., urging the elimination of the 3 percent 
absorption clause, and amending the law to include all Wherry housing, title 8, 


in the definition of Federal property. Your consideration of the views of my 
constituents will be greatly appreciated. 
Thanking you, I am, 


Sincerely yours, 
B. Y. Berry. 
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Rapip Ciry, 8. DAK., June 22, 1955. 
Representative E. Y. Berry, 


House of Representatives, Washington, D. C.: 

We urge continued support of Public Laws 815 and 874. We recommend elimi- 
nation of 3 percent absorption factor Public Law 874. Amend definition of Fed- 
eral property to include all Wherry housing title 8. 

ScHoot Boarp, DouGLas DIstrIcT 3, 
Pennington County, 8S. Dak. 


Rapp City, 8. DAK., June 22, 1955. 
Hon, E. Y. Berry, 
Washington, D. C.: 
We urge continued support of Public Law 815 and Public Law 874 as our needs 
are substantial and will continue. The 3-percent-absorption clause in Public Law 
874, if not removed, will cause financial hardship. 


Pau C. STEVENS, 
Superintendent of Schools. 


Mr. Barter. At this time the committee will hear, and permit inclu- 
sion in the record, a statement from Oscar Rose, of Midwest City, 
Okla. 


Mr. Wier. Is this the case that Mr. Jarman was speaking of ? 


STATEMENT OF OSCAR ROSE, SUPERINTENDENT OF SCHOOLS, 
MIDWEST CITY, OKLA. 


out Rose. Yes, sir. I am superintendent of schools, Midwest City, 
kla. 


I am not going to take much of the time of the committee at this 
late hour because you have been very gracious to me at times to let me 


talk with you individually, but I do want to refer just briefly to some 
of the testimony that was given, I believe, 2 years ago. It will help to 
refresh your minds also. ‘I am not going to refer to but 2 or 3 items. 

The question of entitlement concept has come up both yesterday 


ap te and today. At this time, which was June 12, 1953, I said 
this: : 


The elimination of the entitlement concept in this type of legislation will 
weaken it materially and increase the pressure on the United States Office of 
Education in administration of whatever amounts of Federal funds are appro- 
priated. Either legislation must entitle school districts to some help or it is of 
no value. When such entitlement is established, school districts will accept an 


orderly manner of appropriating funds to meet such entitlements as the various 
districts complete plans for its use. 


Such a principle allows for and encourages careful planning, otherwise hasty 
and in many cases unwise planning will be done with a view of obtaining proj- 
ects with the first appropriation made. Such practice should not be encouraged. 

The experience of the past 2 years and the experience that has taken 
a great deal of the commitee’s time with the 27 schools which are un- 
questionably, in my judgment, due some consideration, I think bears 
out the wisdom of the statement 2 years ago. 

Then the next point I want to refer to is this: I feel certain that a 
careful check of the facts will reveal that to change the formula from 
determining the amount of aid for section 202 (b) eae from 70 to 
45 percent—I said in this 45 percent but it was later changed to 50 per- 
cent—of the cost will not finance school facilities for these school- 
children. 


64315—55——10 
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In general, the funds available for such pupils will be the increased 
wealth in the school district due to increase in pupils plus the Federal 
payment, and unless this sum equals the cost of either minimum or 
complete school facilities, whichever the objective is, they cannot be 
provided. 

Especially this is true in the most heavily impacted school districts. 

As you gentlemen know, the Midwest City school district 2 years 
ago had about 7,000 pupils. It now has 9,000, which means that it has 
grown in the 12 years I have been superintendent there from 200 
pupils to 9,000 pupils and still slightly over 55 percent of their parents 
work on Federal installations located completely and wholly within 
the school district. 

These heavily impacted districts are the ones where the 50 percent 
will not meet the continuing need. 

The Congressman from California made a very fine statement in 
pointing out this continuing need which these school districts are faced 
with. 

I remember my concern at that time and I went and talked to the 
honorable chairman of this committee about the situation. 

That is frankly how I came to know about section 308; it was talking 
to the chairman of this committee. 

Tt was still in the process of being determined. When the title came, 
I knew about it and I made application. I talked to some other 
schoolmen about it just casually. 

As I say, the five applications finally came in. But that is how I 
came to know about it and the reason why I knew that there was hope 
in the bill of taking care of the situation which I knew was bound to 
come and which has come and which at the present time has left some 
fifteen.or sixteen hundred children unhoused, over about 800 of which 
were Federal children because actually we could not with our own 
finances house the non-Federal children. 

We were unable to put up the 50 percent of the cost to go along with 
the 50 percent of Federal money to house these completely Fed- 
eral children, or the ones that actually work on Federal property or 
live in private housing. 

As I pointed out in the information given to my Con an, Jar- 
man, when we completed this 2-year pre, during which we got 70 
percent, we almost recovered from the 9-year period back to 1939. 
We lacked 400 pupils of housing all of our pupils with our money and 
the Federal money. 

Then we started the next 4-year period—the 2 years we had 246, 
and the current 2 years. We dropped behind another 1,500 during 
the 2-year period of 246 principally because of the fact that 308 was 
never activated. 

That is the reason why I think there was intent on Congress to make 
some variation as stated in the committee report for districts that 
everybody knows are the most heavily impacted districts. 

Why the others didn’t make applications, I certainly am not in 
position to give any information. 

Mr. Batey. It is clear, Mr. Rose, that since there were only 5 dis- 
tricts applying and not qualifying last year, 4 of them not qualifying, 
and the total expenditure involved about a million and a half dolla 
it is plain that this situation could be used by these heavily impac 
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districts to secure additional grants for taking care of the unhoused 
children ; is that right? 

Mr. Rosr. Yes, sir. I personally feel that the philosophy has al- 
ways emphasized the need for housing as being one of the motivating 
factors for this legislation. It has been a matter that Members of our 
Con have been sympathetic to. 

. Barrer. What other Federal activity other than Tinker Airbase 
is there at Midwest City ? 

Mr. Rosz. We don’t have any. I have only used that in my appli- 
cation. I never go out to try to find little ones that might be around. 
That has been the one that we have used. 

Mr. Barer. How many military personnel? 

Mr. Ross. We have five or six thousand military personnel. Just 
this last April they moved the 506th Fighter Wing under the SAC 
organization to Tinker Field as a permanent contingent of the post. 
That was some six—five or six bounded military personnel. 

Mr. Battery. How many civilians are presently employed at Tinker? 

Mr. Ross. Slightly over 20,000. 

Mr. Bamey. Civilians? 

Mr. Rost. Slightly over 20,000 civilians. 

It has been expanded. They are now constructing tremendous run- 
ways. 

Mr. Barmy. That is considerably more than it was when I visited it. 

Mr. Ross. Yes; we had only 2,400 children when you visited it. 

We have 9,000 now. That shows the impossibility with which I 
am faced. 

Certainly I felt it was my duty, being responsible for those children, 
to present their case. 

ow, I want to comment without taking issue with the question of 
inequities that might be passed on to other schools because we correct 
an inequity for some schools. To me it is like the old adage that 2 
wrongs don’t make a right, or 2 rights don’t make a wrong. 

I fail to see wherein the schools that would not be further helped by 
the action of this committee, that there would be any further inequity 
created and certainly you would correct an inequity that does exist 
with those that have been called to your attention and within the pur- 
view and intent of the legislation, that is at least concerning both 
the schools that lost their enitlement or their maximum grant was 
reduced by virtue of school construction with their own funds and in 
that connection I want to say this: Each year since 1946, the Midwest 
City school district has voted a bond to the limit of constitutional 
requirements or equal to constitutional limit in its district. 

Each year we could do it, we would revote what we had paid off on 
the previous bond issues, plus the allowance on the new valuation. 

On April 5 of this year, we changed the Oklahoma constitution, 
providing that instead of a 5 percent limitation on bond issues, we 
could go to 10 percent. And on next Tuesday, the Midwest City school 
is voting on a bond issue, and I am certain it will be passed by a big 
majority. Because when the constitutional amendment was voted on, 
our district voted 5-to-1 for that privilege. Now we are voting on a 
bond issue for the full 5 percent of our assessed valuation, which would 
bring us up to the full 10 percent. And we will be the first school 
district in the State to do such. 
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The point is that we have never failed to do anything it is legal to 
do. Our valuation is slightly over $12 million. And so the 5 percent 
additional bond limit will permit us to vote $600,000 more of our own 
money, which we will do. This will bring our total school levy to 44 
mills. 

It is true that our assessments are rather low. But the pattern in 
Oklahoma is high levy and low valuation. Nevertheless, we have al- 
ways done everything that we could do to meet our own situation, 
within the State legal limitations. 

I think that is commendable. As has been mentioned many times, 
of school districts which have gone ahead and spent their own money. 

Now, there is one other thing I want to mention concerning this 
legislation, which is in the bill by Mr. Hays. The reduction of the 5- 
percent requirement under section 4 (a), which applies only to the 
section 3 children that are new the first year. 

As a school superintendent, I believe these other men fully affirm 
this: A child presents a bigger problem the first year than he does any 
succeeding year. Therefore, we cannot see the logic of saying to us 
that the second year this child is here, we will pay you for it, but the 
first year we will not pay you for it. 

The other school superintendents who are here will testify similarly 
to the information you gave on the Batheldo district. They just 
lack a little bit of having the 5 percent. But those children are not 
indirectly connected. They are directly connected children. The 
Office of Education said, here, the cost of 4 (a) was larger this year 
compared with 4 (a) last year; 4 (a) this year should have been 
compared—and I will be happy to be corected if I am wrong—to 4 (a) 
of last year, plus the 3 (a) and (b) payments on new children last year, 
plus the (e) payments. Because when 4 (a) was changed, it elimi- 
nated 3 (e), and it also eliminated the normal 3 (a) and 3 (b) payments 
for the current year. 

So it is up above what it was last year. And I am not in a position 
to say whether it is above the amount of money that was required 
to take care of the same problem that was taken care of in a different 
fashion during the original period of 874. But I did want to mention 
that if we are going to compare figures, then the 4 (a) today takes 
care of what the original 874 took cate of in 4 (a), plus 3 (e), plus 
the one-half or the whole contribution rate on the new children in 
schools for the first year. And you might ask for that information 
and see whether it is going up or whether it is going down. 

Now, I am not particularly concerned personally, but I know that 
there are many schools that are still having impact; and what they 
are faced with under the present law is that unless they have 5 per- 
cent they must absorb them. And that gets to be quite a problem, 
as was mentioned at time or two during the testimony. So I think 
this reduction has merit. 

We have said “to 1 percent”; as we have said to Mr. Hayes, and 
encouraged him to introduce legislation to that effect. But we would 
say whatever the committee thinks is right. We do think that the 
5 percent is too high. 

ow, if there are any questions, I would like to answer them, if 
Ican. When we get down to this 308, I just fail to see that the chil- 
dren who made application or had it made for them, should forever 
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be denied the Federal help which the Congress enacted for them, due 
to a regulation that has been proved to be quite excessive. 

Now, one other point, and then I will close. With reference to the 
20 percent : 

The 20 percent was to be on the closing membership of the 1953-54 
school year, the estimated closing membership. The 10 percent is on 
the average membership for the 1953-54 year. Actually, the average 
membership is usually a little bit less than the closing membership. 
So actually, the 10 percent is on a little smaller base than the 20. 

And pointing out to the Commissioner, in discussing this back 
through the months, I said this: 


To illustrate the difference in the determination of the United States Office 
of Education in the requirements for the two 2-year periods for the identical 
legislation, both are applied to this application. 


That was my last year’s application. 


Regulations applied during fiscal years 1955-56 would have required a 677- 
pupil increase in countable children whereas the regulations applicable during 
fiscal year 1954 required 1,725 countable children. 


That is actually the way it worked out. 


Thus, the percentage requirement was 24% as many pupils during the 1954-55 
period as it is during the 1955-56 period. 

That is regardless of the base or the percentages. That is the way 
it would work out. Over two and a half times. 

Then I said 1 or 2 other things. I tried to impress the fact—at 
least, in my school district that is all I was talking about, because that 
was my responsibility—of what the Congress meant when they spoke 
of unusual cases. I said: 


As a further justification of this suggestion, the following statements will 
serve to place this applicant (Oklahoma 54-C-1) in the category referred to 
under the term “unusual cases” in the House Report 702 on this legislation. 

1. Whereas, the membership in the applicant school was 272 pupils at the 
close of fiscal 1942-43 (the year of establishing to Federal installation within 
the District boundaries) the estimated membership on June 30, 1954, was 8,625, 


with 3,293 of this pupil increase occurring between July 1, 1952, and June 30, 
1954. 


Frankly, we didn’t quite reach that 8,625. That was the estimated 
membership. But that is what is in all the records, so I have men- 
tioned that. However, any overage that we estimated at that time 
has been deducted in the entitlement for this 2-year period. So the 
Government has not lost any money on any overestimating. 

And then, as I said, we are over 9,000 now. That is another year 
in advance. 

And, as I say, 3,293 of this pupil increase occurred between July 1, 
1952, and June 30, 1954. 

That is No. 1. In other words, that school district is a continuing 
heavily impacted school district. 

2. Where, the requirement for eligibility under section 305 (a) (2) is 5 per- 


cent, this applicant has experienced an increase of 30 percent in this category, 
or six times that found at many schools receiving Federal assistance. 


In other words, we don’t ever worry about the percentage require- 
ments. We meet them and exceed them year aiter year, six times 
during that period. 








138 SCHOOL DISTRICTS AFFECTED BY FEDERAL ACTIVITIES 


Whereas, the law required an increase of 10 percent in the non-Federal 
pupils, the applicant has experienced an increase of 70 percent, or 7 times that 
required. 


So it would seem to me that those three points would certainly lend 
some credence to the fact that such a school district is an unusual 
case, at least unless there are many others like it. Because we have 
had no problem with meeting the requirement and we did not try to 
put all the children on the Government. We have had thousands of 
pupil increases that we have never even been eligible for Federal 
assistance on. But that does help render us unable to meet the non- 
Federal share of the Federal projects, which 308 was set up to do. 

I think that unless there are some questions, those are some: points 
that I want to emphasize, as to what my Congressman said yesterday. 
I realize that not many applications were filed and not many schoo 
are involved, but there are a lot of children involved. 

Representative Bamey. A suggested amendment was mentioned. 

Mr. Rose. Yes. The reason for that is that you are ready to hold 
hearings, and we thought there would not be any use in putting it in 
as a bill. It would simply be printed as a House resolution rather 
than a statement. 

I will say this, that this is language very similar to that used in 
Mr. Wainwright's bill and Mr. Quigley’s bill, and Mr. Hyde’s bill. 


It just tends to eliminate 20 percent from counting during that period 
of time and substituting 10 percent for it as is used at the present time. 

May I make one other statement which I think might help the com- 
mittee? I believe that Mr. Miller’s bill, -which carries on during this 
period, will avoid your facing the same problem you are facing now. 


It goes a little further than Mr. Quigley’s and Mr. Wainwright’s and 
Mr. Hyde’s bills. 

Mr. Bailey, I wonder if I could add one more statement. I —— 
to add it. ause I do not want anything that I have said to reflect 
any criticism on the United States Office of Education for their opera- 
tion under these bills. I think they have done a wonderful job. And 
while we have disagreed on certain points, certainly they have been 
very cooperative in trying to find ways. 

But I felt that here was the place to talk about the legislation and 
how it might be interpreted, rather than having my ory, jousepes try 
to pressure the United States Office of Education, which I have never 
done, and which I do not think is the proper way to administer any 
Government law. 

Is Mr. Dunn here? 


STATEMENT OF E. F. DUNN, SUPERINTENDENT, PULASKI COUNTY 
SPECIAL SCHOOL DISTRICT, PULASKI COUNTY, ARK. 


Mr. Dunn. Mr. Chairman and committee members, I am E. F. 
Dunn, superintendent of the Pulaski County rpms School District 
in Pulaski roumr ye! Ark., Congressman Hays’ Congressional District. 
I believe that all children are worth educating, and I do not agree 
with the philosophy of postponing a year or two years or more to 
provide necessary legislation to educate some children that are moving 
into a district as a result of Federal activities. 
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In Pulaski County School District, the Little Rock Jet Bomber 
Base is under construction at the present time, and one wing will be 
a this fall. 

e have in our district approximately 12,500 children. It is a 
county unit, the only county unit school district in Arkansas. The 
concentration of students is all in one attendance area. We have 37 
separate schools in 1 district. 

ow, Congressman Hays’ section 2 of his bill, in reducing the 5-per- 
cent requirement for 4 (a) children, as Mr. Rose has pointed out, is 
actually what we formerly called a 3 (b) child, whose parent lives off 
and works on Federal property ;:because all-these parents are work- 
ing on the Little Rock air or Air Force: officials connected’ with 
the base. 

This past year it was necessary for the district to have 588 students 
in. order to qualify under section 4 (a). We closed out the school 
year with 561, which was almost 5 percent, but 27 students short. 
And as a result of the airbase purchasing 6,500 acres with the other 
installations that were already on it, it meant a net reduction of a mil- 
lion dollars in assessed valuation. Our school tax is 40 mills at the 

resent time, which is equivalent to $40,000 loss in revenue due to the 

me peeing Sasa the airbase site. 

Then we educated 561 federally connected children this year, with- 
out 1 dime of Federal aid. Thus, it is meant that we have actually 
taken money away from the children that were already in the dis- 
trict to provide education for the 561 students. 

Now, that would mean 1 of 2 things this next year. 

Mr. Bamey. And you did it with the last tax base. 

Mr. Dunn. That is right. Actually, we lost about $96,000. 

Now, out of these 561 students, there were 4.8 percent, or 27 students 
qualifying for 4 (a) one: I happened to be in one of the districts of 

ose that failed to qua wt this year. Next year I do not know 
whether we will qualify under 5 percent or not. I doubt it. But as- 
suming that we do not, or we reach 4.9 percent, with a loss of $40,- 
000, then of all the children in the county it is necessary to provide 
educational responsibilities for all of them, and it will mean that we 
will either have a short term for all the children in order to. provide 
for the increase due to the Little Rock airbase, unless we receive some 
Federal assistance for our 4 (a) children. 

Mr. Battey. Now, may I ask you a question. I do not know what 
the reaction of the other committee members would be. But would 
you be materially helped on a 3-percent basis ¢ 

Mr. Dunn. You mean reducing the 5 percent to 3 percent ? 

' Mr, Bamey. Yes. 

Mr. Dunn. We would qualify. We have 4.8 percent this year, al- 
most 4.9 percent. 

Mr. Bamery. Once you qualify, you get paid for all the veterans? 

Mr. Dunn. That is right. 

Mr. Battery. Now, if you do not mind, as far as I am concerned, 
you have talked lo — Thank you very much. 

Mr. Dunn. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
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STATEMENT OF C. S. BLACKBURN, SUPERINTENDENT OF SCHOOLS, 
NORTH LITTLE ROCK, ARK. 


Mr. Buacksurn. Mr. Chairman, I am C. 8. Blackburn, superin- 
tendent of schools in North Little Rock, Ark. We are immediately 
adjacent to Mr. Dunn’s district, and with the activitation of the air- 
base that he mentioned, we are anticipating a considerable increase 
in federally connected children, likewise. 

Our situation is not quite like his, because he has suffered a loss 
in taxable property. But we are perhaps going to be in the situa- 
tion of being a bedroom community for a substantial part—— 

Mr. Batrxy. In other words, no part of the newly acquired pro 
erty for the bomber base came out of your district and it was all 
carved out of Pulaski County District? 

Mr. Bracxsurn. All carved out of Pulaska County. And we 
were only able to locate approximately 314 percent of the 4 (a) chil- 
dren. Mr. Dunn had, I believe, 4.9 percent. 

Mr. Barry. What is likely to be your situation as they activate 
the bomber base? 

Mr. Biacksurn. Both of us are very likely to get a substantial and 
continuing increase, Mr. Chairman, because we have been informed 
Air Force officials that they will probably activate one thing this year, 


and another the next year, and anather the next. It that not correct, 
Mr. Dunn? 


Mr. Duny. I think that is right. 
Mr. Biackseurn. That is what we have been told recently. In other 
words, one bg, beans be activated this fall. 


Mr. Barixy. How many personnel will be involved ? 

Mr. Briacxesurn. The estimated personnel is in the neighborhood 
of some 7,000 Air Force personnel that will move into the area. 

Mr. Bauer. “Is” or “will be”? 

Mr. Buiacxsurn. “Will be” within the next few months. And we 
have no definite notion of where the people who do not live on the 
base will live; but because of the geographic proximity to the base, it 
~ evident that a considerable number will live in North Little Rock 

istrict. 

Mr. Bamzy. No Federal housing projects? 

Mr. Buacxsurn. No, sir. 

Mr. Battery. It will just be privately owned property ? 

Mr. Biacxsurn. That is it. 

Mr. Battey. They will either buy it or rent it? 

Mr. Buiacxsurn. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Wier. Has your school district qualified in any way, shape, or 
manner for the participation in any funds? 

Mr. Biacxsurn. Yes, sir; we have participated since 1942, sir. 

Mr. Wier. And you have been qualified. That is under 874. 

Mr. Biacksurn. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Wier. No construction? 

Mr. Buacksurn. We have qualified also under construction. 

Mr. Wier. So have you, have you not? 

Mr. Dunn. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Wier. I gather that. But there is a loss here above and beyond 
the Caquelsceion that you have been getting. You got money this 
year! 
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Mr. Dunn. Yes, sir. 
Mr. Wier. Well, you will get money next year. But it does not meet 
the full load of the impact. 

Mr. Dunn. That is correct. 

Mr. Wier. I wanted to clear that up. 

Mr. Bracxsurn. In the North Little Rock District, we have not 
had the impact that Pulaski County has had, but we have been educat- 
ing 300 children through 4 (a)’s not able to come up to 5 percent, and 
we are quite willing to do that, but with the anticipated increase in 4 
(a) children for the 1955 to the 1956 year looking both to the 5-percent 
qualification and also facing the 3-percent dhecrption, our school 
board is quite concerned about the cumulative effects. 

Mr. Battery. You will not be harmed like you would be if the 3 
percent of absorption is not permitted to go into effect. 

Mr. Buacxsurn,. That is right. If 3-percent absorption is elim- 
inated and some reduction is made in the qualification percentage for 
children who move into the district for the first year, the school board 
feels like they will be in a much better position to handle the situation. 

Mr. Wier. Let me ask you another question now. What has 
brought about the impact in your district? What governmental ac- 
tivity is carried on in your school district ? 

Mr. BLackBurn. There are a substantial number of contractors, as 
well as a number of Federal activities, that are engaged in the state- 
wide activities. ’ 

Mr. Wier. What is your enrollment ? 

Mr. Buacxsurn. Approximately 9,000, sir. 

Mr. Wier. 9,000? 

Mr. Buacxsurn. Yes. That is not federally connected children. 

Mr. Wier. No. I understand that. I thought yours was a much 
smaller district than his. 

Mr. Biacksurn. We are somewhat smaller, but we are still con- 
cerned about this prospective impact. 

Mr. Bamey. Is North Little Rock a separate municipality from 
Little Rock? 

Mr. Brackeurn. A separate municipality and an independent 
school district. 

Mr. Wir. You are one of the fringe bedroom cases. You get what 
he cannot take care of. 

Mr. Bracksurn. That is a very clear statement, sir. 

Mr. Bamey. Thank you. 

Mr. Wier. At least, you three gentlemen have some conception now 
of what we have on our hands. 

Mr. Bairey, I have received several communications pertaining to 
the subject under consideration. If there are no objections, we will 
include them in the printed record. 

(The statements and letters referred to follow :) 


STATEMENT OF Hon, MARGUERITE Stitt CHURCH, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS 
FroM THE STATE OF ILLINOIS 


Gentlemen, I appreciate this opportunity to present for your earnest considera- 
tion the appended letter submitted for inclusion in the record of these commit- 
tee hearings by Halbert O. Crews, president of Lake County School District 111, 
Highwood, Ill., in which he presents the need for the extension of title IV of 
Public Law 815 for at least an additional 2 years. 
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(The letter referred to is as follows :) 


Boarp oF EpvoArTION, 
HicHwoop, I., June 24, 1955. 
Hon. MARGUERITE STITT CHURCH, 
House Office Building, Washington, D. C. 


Dear Mks. CHURCH: We understand from you that Congressman Bailey’s Sub- 
committee on Education and Labor is presently holding hearings with respect 
to the extension of Public Laws 874 and 815. We also understand that the sub- 
committee does not contemplate taking testimony from any private individuals 
at this time. 

Our school district is faced with a serious situation which we believe can be 
remedied only by legislation. The problem arises in connection with the inade- 
quacy of our school facilities brought about by the attendance of federally ‘con- 
nected children from Fort Sheridan. Up to the present time Public Law 815 
has not contained any remedy for our special problem. We are, therefore, 
anxious that the subcommittee now holding hearings be apprised of the situ- 
ation and we would appreciate it if you would submit this letter as a statement 
of the facts which have led up to the district's present financial difficulties. 

Historically, Fort Sheridan was established in 1887 as a part of Lake County 
School District 6. School district 6 later became a part of present school district 
111 so that Fort Sheridan is within the boundaries of our district. District 111 
also includes the whole of the city of Highwood and a substantial portion of the 
city of Highland Park. At the present time there is only one school located in 
the district, which is called the Oak Terrace School situated on Prairie Avenue 
in Highwood. This building has a capacity of 650 children. 

Prior to 1945 the attendance of children from Fort Sheridan at this school was 
very low and it was unusual if more than 30 or 40 children attended each year. 
Commencing in 1945, however, the enrollment of children whose parents lived at 
Fort Sheridan increased very substantially. By 1949 there were approximately 
200 Fort Sheridan children attending school. As a result of this increase in 
enrollment of federally connected children, the school facilities at that time be- 
came seriously overcrowded and it became necessary to add new buildings to 
the Oak Terrace School. In that year a referendum was voted by the voters of 
the district approving a bond issue of $250,000 and a new building was con- 
structed, which increased the housing for children by some 150 and also added 
certain other facilities, such as a gymnasium. The necessity for this new build- 
ing was brought about almost entirely by the fact that the enrollment of feder- 
ally connected children had increased. 

In 1950 Public Law 815 was passed and for the first time Federal assistance 
was given to school districts for building purposes where there had been an 
increase in enrollment of federally connected children. Our district had just 
completed the $250,000 building and received no assistance from the Federal 
Government at that time. The enrollment of children from Fort Sheridan in 
our school has now increased to about 250 and we are anticipating an additional 
100 children as a result of the Wherry housing project to be completed this 
summer. We have filed a claim which has been allowed, to cover the new arrivals 
from the Wherry housing project. 

The early part of this year Manilow Construction Co., of Chicago, began the 
construction of an estimated 700 homes in our district which we believe will pro- 
duce approximately 1,000 schoolchildren of elementary age. It is obvious that 
the district will require a new building because the Oak Terrace School is now 
crowded to capacity. Our constitutional bonding limit at the present time stands 
at about $300,000 and we are proposing a referendum to be held on August 20 
of this year to approve a bond issue of $275,000 for the construction of a new 
school in the district. If this referendum is passed and the bonds issued, we 
shall have exhausted our bonding power for all practical pu 

We have been allowed the sum of $127,000 on our claim with the Federal 
Government to cover the Wherry housing project children, so that a total of 
approximately $400,000 is available for new facilities. We have been informed 
that we can build an 8- to 10-room school for this amount, which will house 
only 250 to 300 children. It is clear that within the next 2 or 8 years we will 
again have inadequate facilities. Were it not for the 200 or more federally 
connected children who were attending our school prior to the enactment of 
Public Law 815, we would be able to meet the situation. In other words, since 
we have never received assistance for the children attending our school prior 
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to 1950, we are now faced with having to provide inadequate education to chil- 
dren of the district because of the attendance from Fort Sheridan. 

It is the position of our board that it is inequitable to require clitizens of the 
district to undergo these hardships, whereas other school districts where federally 
connected children did not commence attending in large numbers until after 1950 
have been fully protected. We earnestly urge that any new legislation which is 
contemplated include a provision allowing Federal funds for new buildings to 
all districts having a substantial number of federally connected children in 
attendance prior to 1950 and which have not received assistance for those children 
up to the present time. 

Title IV of Public Law 815 seems to have been written to cover such a situation. 
However, by its terms, it expires as of June 1955. We respectfully submit that 
title IV of that act should be extended for at least an additional 2 years. 

Very truly yours, ml 
HALBeErt O. CREWS, 
President, Lake County School District 111. 


ParKeER, Ariz., June 21, 1955. 
Congressman BalILey, 


House of Representatives, Washington, D. C.: 


Continuation and expansion of Public Laws 874 and 815, especially title 4 of 
Public Law 815, of great importance to Arizona and to the Northern Yuma County 
Union High School. Over 50 percent of our enrollment affected by these laws. 
Decrease would result in critical situation. 

Ross P. Moore, 
Superintendent, Northern Yuma County Union High School District. 


STATEMENT OF Hon. Victor WICKERSHAM, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM 
THE STATE OF OKLAHOMA 


Mr. Chairman, the children, the parents, and the teachers of the Sixth Con- 
gressional District of Oklahoma have a vital interest in a matter currently being 
considered by your subcommittee of the House Committee on Education and 
Labor. I refer to the extension of Public Law 815 and Public Law 874, Sist 
Congress. 

The people whom I have the honor to serve in the House of Representatives 
have recently been subjected to a series of disasters seldom equaled in the history 
of this Nation. We are, to a great extent, a farming and a ranching region. 
We have been wasted by drought. We have been visited by devastating floods. 
We have had farm and town laid low by tornadoes. Our crops have suffered from 
a plague of grasshoppers. 

All too many school districts in my home region are now operating on a mar- 
ginal basis. Only by a narrow space do they exist at all. Federal aid has been, 
in numerous instances, a sole guaranty of survival. Should the 3-percent absorp- 
tion clause in public laws under consideration be eliminated, it might still be 
possible for such marginal school districts to exist. Otherwise, the opportunity 
for education for Oklahoma children would be fraught with undue hardship 
or eliminated altogether. 

The school districts which would survive—should the 3-percent absorption 
clause be included in the final version of the bill—would do so at the cost of a 
tremendous amount of money. Progress would be limited. Hxpansion would be 
eurtailed. Full service would become an impossibility. 

I respectfully urge that Public Laws 815 and 874 be extended. 

I respectfully urge, with the ever-present need of my people before me, that 
these laws be extended without the 3-percent absorption provision. 





CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES, 
House oF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, D. C., June 27, 1955. 
Hon. CLEVELAND M. BaAILey, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Education and Labor, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 
Dear OLeve: Several schools in my congressional district, which participate 
in the assistance program because of Federal impact in enrollment, are disturbed 
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by the so-called 3-percent absorption figure under consideration in proposed 
amendments to Public Law 874. 

These schools feel that unless this absorption feature is eliminated or reduced 
to about 1 percent they would be completely eliminated from this aid. They feel 
that the districts which need help the most would be the ones eliminated from 
the program first. 

Kindest regards. 

Sincerely yours, 
MELVIN Price, M. C. 


San Dieco Crtry ScHOOLs, 
OFFICE OF THE SUPERINTENDENT, 
San Diego 3, Calif., May 23, 1955. 


Hon. Roperr C. WILSON, 
House Office Building, Washington, D. OC. 


Dear Bog: We deeply appreciate your continued support on constructive 
school legislation for Federal impact districts. We earnestly urge that you 
assist us by: 

1. Supporting H. R. 5846, amending Public Law 874 for current operating 
expenses. 

2. Working for an amendment to H. R. 4101, continuing Public Law 815, 
construction legislation, to amend “5 percent increase” to “an increase of fed- 
erally connected children.” 

Present serious financial problems facing our district make it urgent that 
Public Law 874 legislation be continued for the years 1955-56 and 1956-57 
without the 3 percent absorption factor. House Resolution 5846 properly amends 
Public Law 874. It proposes to extend the law through June 30, 1957; to liberal- 
ize interpretations covering section 4 (a) children; and to eliminate the 3 per- 
cent absorption for the years 1955-56 and 1956-57. 

In the San Diego Unified School District there are approximately 22,286 
pupils (grades K-14) in average daily attendance who either reside on Federal 
property or reside with a parent employed on Federal property, or both. Thus, 
nearly one-third of our pupils are federally connected. There is a larger 
number of federally connected children in San Diego than the total school 
enrollment in either Sacramento, Fresno, or San Jose. Without the assistance 
of Public Law 874, the district's revenue for current operating expenses would 
be seriously limited. Our total tax rate for operating expenses for 1955-56 is 
so close to the statutory limit that any serious loss in revenue would force the 
district into an excess-of-tax-levy vote. The sharp rise in municipal and county 
budgets for 1955-56 would make it very doubtful that any excess-tax-levy vote 
would pass. 

In order to stay under the tax limit it is necessary for this district to budget 
at least $1,500,000 from Public. Law 874 funds in 1955-56. This amount will 
be derived by actual pupil count multiplied by the estimated rate, as provided 
by the Federal law, without the 3 percent absorption. The 3 percent abscrp- 
tion now in the law for 1955-56 will cost the district $46,400 if not removed 
by H. R. 5846. 

The Public Law 874 legislation is believed basically sound, except for the 3 
percent absorption. It provides for proper assumption of Federal responsi- 
bility created by Government activity. Public Law 874 also makes it possible 
to budget and to expect full payments of amounts budgeted. 

Present financial problems pertaining to school construction make it urgent 
that Public Law 815 be amended. H. R. 4101 does not provide for the necessary 
amendment. Although H. R. 4101 extends the much-needed Public Law 815 con- 
struction legislation, it also continues the 5-percent federally connected increase 
requirement for eligibility. This 5-percent increase fails to recognize the true 
Federal responsibility. Under present construction legislation we will have to 
show our increase of 3,150 federally connected children before June 1956 in order 
to be eligible for assistance. This means we will have to provide the equivalent 
of 5 or 6 schools out of district funds for federally connected children before we 
can become eligible. In addition, this law does not recognize its responsibility 
for federally connected children already in the district. 

We recommend the elimination of the 5-percent increase provision in Public 
Law 815 as included in H. R. 4101. Some such term as “an increase of federally 
connected children” might be substituted in place of “5-percent increase.” The 
basic idea of Public Law 815 would be violated by such a substitution. We feel 
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it would also recognize more definitely Federal responsibility for districts with 
a large and continuing Federal impact. Continued Federal assistance for school 
construction is urgently needed. 

The continued financial burden upon the San Diego city schools will be great. 
Without any material population growth in the San Diego metropolitan area, 
the city school enrollment will increase by over 5,000 pupils for the next 6 to 8 
years. Approximately one-third of this increase in pupils will be federally 
connected if present Federal activities are continued. 

At the present rate of growth the San Diego Unified School District will have 
the second largest enrollment in the State by 1960. We are making every effort 
to run an economical and efficient school system. With continued Federal assist- 
ance, the total burden upon the citizens of San Diego will be much less than if 
they must also assume additional responsibility for educating federally connected 
children on the same tax base. 

Additional financial burden is being imposed upon the San Diego Unified School 
District by the closing of Public Housing Administration units. As families move 
out of these housing units they no longer reside on Federal property. Although 
their parents may still work on Federal property, only half as much Federal 
assistance is given under Public Law 874 and 815 for each pupil federally con- 
nected. Federal housing ownership changes now effective will cause this district 
to lose approximately $724,481 in Public Law 874 funds in 1956-57. Transfer 
of this property to private ownership does not increase tax revenue, since in-lieu 
tax is already being paid in addition to the assistance from Public Law 874. 

You can readily see our concern that proper steps are taken to support con- 
structive school legislation at the Federal level. You can also readily understand 
the appreciation of the citizens of San Diego for your continued efforts in our 
behalf. This district stands ready to supply you with any additional information 
you may desire. 

Sincerely, 


RALPH DarLarp, Superintendent. 
Mr. Battzy. The committee will stand adjourned. 


(Whereupon, at 3:40 p. m., the committee adjourned subject to call 
of the Chair.) 


xX 








